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Romans, Che Letter 
By RL. Kilpatrick 


Some may think it presumptuous of me to say that most peo- 
ple in the Church of Chnst misunderstand the book of Romans, so let 
me just say that the book is NOT UNDERSTOOD, there is a differ- 
ence. This is evident in the fact that most congregations spend more 
time teaching Revelation that Romans. If they understood Romans 
then they wouldnt bother with Revelation. All other New Testament 
books pales in comparison with this divine epistle. 


My intent here, beginning in this issue, is to present a series of 
lessons on the book of Romans in the hope that it might help the sen- 
ous student of scripture to comprehend this great book which Martin 
Luther declared to be the "CLEAREST GOSPEL OF ALL" By 
that he did not mean that Romans ts the easiest of all books to under- 
stand, but that it sets forth the fundamentals of the gospel in its clear- 
est forrn, which no ather book does, and establishes the divine 
principles upon which the "Chnstian system” 1s founded.. Romans ts 
the greatest theological treatise in all religious literature. It is the book 
that gives birth to theologians. It contains the most sublime thoughts 
ever to challenge the mind of man, matters of which the angels desired 
to look into, and of which the prophets old inquired as to its meaning 
but were told that it was none of their business (1 Pet. 1:10-12). 
here is naturally a certain degree of reluctance to attempt to teach a 
book that contracbcts our understanding of our preconceived doctnne. 
In fact, there is a college in Tennessee that will not teach the book of 
Romans alone. Romans must be combined with James (a Ro- 
mans/James course).. That speaks volumes! Why? Because we pre- 
fer to maintain the stafus quo, to continue teaching our traditional 
doctnne of “salvation by faith plus works... (Romans contains no 
such teaching.) This has to mean that ceretain so-called scholars among 

(tum to bottom of page 12) 


WHAT IS BINDING? 


By Neal Griffin - 10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


Binding? What is binding? We hear this question in connect- 
tion with the work and worship of the saumts. It would be very much in 
order, before we consider this question, to detennine what is in fact the 
"work" and "worship" of the disciples of Jesus. 

The truth of the matter is that when Paul referred to the Chris- 
tians at a particular place, he used the Greek word, "ecclesia". The 
King James translation used the English word "church". It was not 
Paul by the Spirit who used the word "church", which does not trans- 
late into koine Greek. The word "church" has no koineGreek counter- 
part. This is easy to understand when we consider that many English 
words that were coined after the first century have no koine Greek 
counterparts. To name a few: "Helicopter", “aircraft cartier", "com- 
puter", "jet plane”. These words do not translate to koine Greek be- 
cause there were no such things as these during the first century. And 
though this is easy to understand, it is not easy to understand why the 
translators used the word "church", which has a religious connotation, 
while the word "ecclesia" has no such comnotation. It should convey 
the idea of an assembly or group and nothing more. In fact, it is the 
same word this is used in Acts 19 to descnbe an angry and confused 
mob of UNBELIEVERS. But, it is also not easy to understand why 
the King James translators did not translate the word "baptismo” to 
"immerse". There was a first century word that translated the word 
"baptismo" but the translators chose not to use it because the Church 
of England, over which King James was head, was already practicing 
spnnkiing when the translation was authorized. And, likewise, they 
were under obligation to use an ecclesastcal word for "ecclesia" in or- 
der to preserve the corporate entity of the Church of England. The 
word "ecclesia" is a people word. It was never used to denote a cor- 
porate entity that was present when the people were not. 


Paul never referred to some mysterious entity that was present when its 
members were assembled in their Church building, but that was not 
present when the same members were assembled at the picnic grounds. 
Paul never used the word to denote a corporate entity nor any other in- 
stitution that stands with or without its members.) When saints are as- 
sembled at the picnic grounds, tt is the ecclesia which is assembled 
there. 

So, what is the point? The point ts this: Whatever individual 
Chnitians do, as servants of God with His blessing, whether with other 
Chnistians or not, it is the ecclesia that is doing tt. It is the work of the 
ecclesia that they are doing. Paul is not the one who introduced the 
idea of the "collectrity" having a different work than the individuals. 
This 1s the twisted idea and product of the world. It ts of man 
completely. 

And, likewise, the worship of individual Christians constitutes 
the worship of the ecclesia. Individua] Chnistians offer up their lives in 
service (worship) to God every moment that they live (Rom. 12: 1-2). 
This is the worship 1n spit and truth to which Jesus refers to in John 
4:23). Please note that this worship is offered up, not in, but in con- 
trast to a place. Worship in spirit and in truth is NOT worship that is 
confined to a building. What goes on in an assembly of Christans 1s 
NOT worship of the ecclesia. The New Testament does not ever refer 
to a “worship service” as we use the tem. Worship (service) takes 
place in the heart and lives of of individual Christans, Whatever Chris- 
tians do in service to God, it 1s the ecclesia that is doing it. It is the 
worship of the ecclesia. It 1s the ecclesia engaging in worship. Chris- 
tans living out their lives in service to God 1s the worship of the eccle- 
sia. It is NOT the adhering to minute details of'a legislated regimen to 
which many churches rigidiy adhere in their official "worship services". 

So, in view of this, what laws are binding on Chnstans today? 
Here they are: Paul said in Galanans 5:14, “The entire LAW is made 
complete in this one command: Love other people the same way you 
love yourself’. And in Galatians 6:15-16, "It doesn't matter whether a 
person is circumased or not. All that is important is being a new cre- 
ation. Peace and mercy to the people who follow this rule~to God's 
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Israel". And Jesus summed it up beautifully when asked to tell what 
was the most important commandment. He said to "love God with all 
your heart and your fe!lowman as yourself". Paul said in Galatians 6:2, 
"Help carry each others’ burdens and so fulfill the LAW of Clmst". 
These are the things that are binding o Chnstans today. But more im- 
portantly, if you do these things, we are free from law-keeping as re- 
lates to salvation. "Sin shall not rule over you, because you are not 
under law-- you are under God's gracious love" (Rom. 6:14). And in 
Romans 7:6, "Help carry each others’ burdens and so fulfill the LAW 
of Chnst". These are the things that are binding on Chnstians today. 
But more importantly, if we do these things, we are fiee of law- 
keeping as relates to salvation. "Sin shail not rule over you, because 
you are not under law—you are under God's gracious love" (Rom. 
6:14). And in Romans 7:6, "But now we have been released from the 
law". Nothing in our work or worship will entitle us to sdvaton. 

What then should be our attitude toward bom again brethren 
who walk in the Spint and practice the law of love but who do not 
draw the same conclusions as we do from certain contested passages? 
Do we have the obhgation to mark them, or to withdraw from them, 
or to count them as heathens? Do we? Do we have the nght to at- 
tack them from the pulpit as if they were devils? Can we brand them 
as "false teachers" because they disagree with us on our party posi- 
tions? How does the Bible answer these questions? It says in Romans 
15:7 that we are to "Accept one another, as Chnst accepted you". 
Men say othermse. Whom shall we believe? 

When we elevate our opinionated conclusions above the 
peaceftil harmony of our brethren, we are not trying to keep the unity 
of the Spint in the bond of peace. Why don't we, instead of looking 
for excuses to Separate, look for ways to show our love for one anoth- 
er? We are not under obligation to agree on every issue that the hu- 
man mind can invent. If we spent as much time as we should offenng 
thanks for all that God has done for us, we wouldn't have time to fiss 
over issues on which God has not chosen to make Himself clear. 

Let us draw nigh unto God and He will draw nigh unto us. 
Please consider these thoughts. I believe them to be true to the word. 
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THE CHALLENGE 
OF THE WRITER 


By Cecil Hook 
Charles Dickens said tt: 


"To know how to say what other people think, is what makes men 
poets and sages: and to dare to sav what others only dare to think, 
makes men maftyts or reformers, or both." 


I could only wish to fit either of those categories mentioned by 
Dickens. While I recognize that there is little point in restating what 
others are saying, I also recognize the dearth of origynal thinking. That 
includes my postulaSons. 


Sometiines we manage to make ourselves obnoxious enought 
to create opposition. We may call that persecution and we may gain 
some pridefiil sabsfaction fiom it, but it hardly makes us reformers or 
martyrs. 
Many of my readers have commended my “great courage" in 
spealang out boldly and they have offered words of sympathy because 
of the abuse that they think I must be endunng. But I often reply, 
"God knows how secure I am and of my inability to handle criticism; 
so he protects me from it!" Fnends tell me of opposition that has been 
aroused by my books in some places, but I receifve no more than two 
or three abusive responses in a year. I make no reply to them. 

In 1987, Don Ruhl, of Klamath Falls, Oregon, edited a 
200-page book titled, The Balance of Truth & Freedom. "A Review of 
Cecil Hook's Book, Free In Chnst." It comains chapters wntten by Art 
Hitt, Don Michael, Don Ruhl, Greg Weston, Willis Wormuth, and 
Jack Zieser, all of Oregon, and by Wayne Jackson of Califomia, and by 
Jeny Moffitt of Texas. As far as I can recall, I have never met any of 
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them or cOmmunicated with any of them except to send them 37 free 
books that they requested and three other books purchased. In retum, 
a complimentary copy of their book was sert to me by mail. Maybe 
complimentary is not the nght word! 

Lea read the entire book, but I gave up about half way 
through. It was too sickening. I was all too famihar with their mind- 
set, for I grew up with it before md-centurry. 


The opposition of those fellows makes no martyr of me. They 
spelied my name nght! The Lord can work all things for an ultrmately 
good purpose. For instance, a Filipino read the book and ordered a 
copy of my book to learn what I had written. God still opens hearts, 
and sometimes he even flashes his blinding hght on the Damascus 
Road. 


The most common response that I receive now are expres- 
sions like these: "You have answered the questions that I have been 
asking." "I have believed those things for a long time but I thought I 
was the only one who believed that way." "You have put on paper 
that I have been thinking." 


The Spirit is working much-needed change among us. My 
readers are land and gracious in saying that I am having some part in 
banging it about. If I am helping in my little niche fiom our spare bed- 
room, it is the Spirit working through me. 

10509 SW Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 97223 


Editor's Note: You should write to Brother Hook and request a list- 
ing and price of his available "Freedom" books. You'll be glad you 
add. 


In this issue Dallas Burdette will begin a series of lessons on 
the history of the One-Cup, No-Sunday School movement within the 
Churches of Chnst which divided the brotherhood several decades 
ago, The movement is still actrve. — Editor 
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“ONE CUP AND NON-SUNDAY SCHOOL 
HISTORY 


| 
| 





By Dallas Burdette Partl 


There is a large segment within the Churches of Chnst that do 
not accept the use of individual communion cups in the observance of 
the Lord's Supper and that also object to the class method of teaching 
Chnristians when they assemble for the so-called “worship service." 
These convictions are based on "pattern theology." Ronny Wade, as- 
sistant publisher of Old Paths Advocate,’ sets forth the cultural prem- 
ise conceming the use of “one cup" and "non-Sunday schoo!” 
persuasion, he wiites: "If Moses was commanded by God to 'make all 
things according to the pattern' Hebrews 8:5 are not we bound by the 
same obligation? Either there is a pattern for the observance of the 
communion or there is none." 


EARLY BEGINNINGS 


It is not uncommon for Chnstians within the Churches of 
Christ to forget that there have been a number of "restoration move- 
ments" within the Chrisuan community. Perhaps it would assist us in 
comprehending our own movement if we perceived the domnnant 
points) of other restoratton movements. For example, Luther's 
(1483-1546) reformation concentrated upon the forgiveness of sins, 
not forms or ntuals. His biblical "pattern" was grace through Jesus, not 
works.’ Luther wanted to restore the gospel message of divine grace. 
On the other hand, John Wesley (1703-91) sought to recover holy 


; The Old Paths Advocate began publication in 1932 and is still the 
chief magazine for the "one cup" and "non-Suncay School" party. 

‘ Ibid., 1 

? C. Leonard Allen and Richard T. Hughes, Discovering Our Roots, 
The Ancestry of Churches of Christ (ACU Press: Texas, 1988), 115. 
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living. He taught believers to "avoid even the most subtle appearances 
of evil shunning fshionable clothing, cursing, drunkenness, sensuous 
literature, and worldly music, not to mention murder, adultery, lying 
and thieving Out of the Wesleyan movement came the "Holiness" 
denominations. “Daniel S. Wamer [1842-1925] and his Church of 
God (Anderson, Indiana, 1880) is a notable case in point. Wamer re- 
jected the denominational pattern out of hand and summoned the true 
sheep of God out of their denominational structures and into ‘the holy 
church of the Bible’."” 


In order to understand our own herttage within the Churches 
of Chnist, one must unearth the original intent of the early reformers. 
The movement witiated by the Campbells (Thomas [1763-1854] and 
Alexander [1788-1866] and Barton Stone [1772-1844]) was to restore 
unity "among Chnstans wrthin the various sects.” Their crusade was 
to revitalize fellowship upon the belief that Jesus is the Chnst, not 
creeds. Their theme was “unity in freedom rather than a unity in con- 
fonnity," in other words, their motif was “unity in diversity."° In the 
first issue of 2he Christian Baptist, Campbell wrote: 


The soneties Caled churches, consiitvted and set in order by those 
aumstss of the New Testament, were of such as received and ac- 
knowiedged Jesus as Lord Messiah, the Saviour of the World, and 
had put themselves under his guidance, The ONLY BOND OF 
UNION among them was faith in him and submisson 1o his will. 
No subscripoon to abstact proposifons framed by synods, no de- 
crees Of comals sanctioned by tangs; no rules of practice comman- 
ded by ecciestical cots were imped on them as niles of 
admission into, or of contimance in. this holy brotherhood’ 


But second generation disciples changed the "untty in diversi- 
ty" to "unity in conformity." As a result of this change m philosophy, 


’ Ibid., 138. 

‘ Ibid, 143. 

‘ Ibid, 105. 

A Alexander Campbell, “The Christian Religion,” 7he Christian 
Baptist 1(4 Iuly 1823): 14 
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"loyal churches” appeared everywhere. Out of this movement otigi- 
nated the "one cup" and "non-Sunday school" fellowships. Vanous 
brotherhoods within the Churches of Christ multiplied -- one on every 
comer. No conformity, no unity was the battle cry. “We speak there 
the Bible speaks, and we are silent where the Bible is silent." Out of 
this religious philosophy came the divisions that now exist within the 
Chnstian community. This essay is concemed with one of the move- 
ments that came out the the Stone-Campbell movement — one cup and 
no Sunday school. 


SUNDAY SCHOOLS 


The modem-day Sunday School had its begimmng under the 
leadership of Robert Raikes (1735-1811) of Glouchester, England.* 
Though many accepted this innovation, it was not without its oppo- 
nents. In 1798, Thomas Burns preached two sermons against the in- 
troduction of the procedure into Scotland.” William Pitt (1708-1778) 
thought seriously of proposing a bill in Parliment for the purpose of re- 
straimng, Sunday-schools.° 


The early trailblazers in the Restoration Movement resisted 
Sunday-schools. But their protest concemed the abuse of the system 
rather than the system itself’ Dunng the earty days of Aleander 
Campbell's ministry, he objected to the misuse of Missionary Societies, 
Sunday-schools and other hobbies of modem times rather than an in- 
dictment of them: 


Their churches were not frachired into missionary societies, Bible 
societies, educafion societes, nor did they dream of orgamzmng 
such in the world. The head of a believing household was not in 
those days a president or caanager of a board of foreign missions. 


: Wade, The Sun Will Shine Again, Someday, 24. See also Stephen 
Daniel Eckstein Jr. History of the Churches of Christ on Texas 1824-1950) 
Texas: Firm Foundation, 1963), 262. 

4 Ibid., 25 

“ Ibid. 
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They knew nothing of the hobbies of modem tines. In ther 
church capacity alone they moved." 


Campbell viewed the modem-day Sunday school as the ve- 
hicle through which the various denominations were able to propagate 
their dishnctve religious beliefs. He asserts that 


The bible cannot be disseminated without their appendages, and if 
children are taught to read in a Sunday school, them pods nmust 
be filled with reJigious tracts, the object of which is either directly 
or indirectly to bring them under the domination of some creed or 
sect. Even the distntahon of the Bible to the poor must be followed 
up with those tracts, as if the Bible dare not be trusted in the hands 
of a layman, without a priest or his representatrve at his elbow. It is 
on this aconurt that I have, for some time, viewed both "Bible So- 
qietes” and "Sunday Schools" as a sort of cecnaffing establishment 
to fill up the ranks of those sects which take the lead in them," 


Nevertheless, in spite of these negative statements, twenty- 
three years later (1847), his views altered considerably concerning its 
desirability. He argues: 

Next to the bible Society, the Sunday School institution stands 
preemmentty deserving the attention and co-operation of all 
good men; for without the people can read the bible, of what 
use is the muipplicahon and diffusion of the Divine volume! | 
never had but one objection to the admmustrabon of the 
system—never one to the system itself. That objection was 
simply to the sectanan abuse whenever any bias was given 
presented as premmons, but which # seems to me that there 
was an unfair advantage taken in malang an mstition peoul- 
larly catholic, sectanan, and partial.’ 

Although Barton Stone (1772-1844) objected to Sunday- 
school as an institution,'* he did not object to the teaching of children in 
classes. He penned: | 


i‘ Campbell. "The Christian Religion.” 14. 


% Campbell, "Prefatory Remarks," 7he Christian Baptist 2 Q 
August 1824): 5. 
7: Campbell, “Reply to Elder A. W. Corey,” The Millennial 


Harbinger IV (Apnil 1845}: 200. 
}1 


Let us not neglect to axet together every Lord's day for worship. 
Should you have no preacher, meet and read the scriptures, sing. 
pray and exhort one another. Let a part of the day be devoted to 
the instruction of our children in the scaptures.”° 
in 1834 John T. Johnson (1788-1856) narrated the events sur- 
rounding the establishment of a Sunday-school in Georgetown, 
Kentucky: 
On the first Lord's day of February the Brethren and Sisters in 
and near Georgetown met at their usual place of worship and de- 
tenmauned from that time forward to commence committing to 
memory the oracles of Heaven. The following orgamzatica then 
suceeded The sisters were divided into two classes; and to each 
of these classes was assigned the city of supervising a class of girls 
allotted to each. The same course was adopted in reference to the 
Brethren and the youth committed to their charge.'® 
Even though many churches adopted Sunday-school, never- 
theless there were many who did not. "Some disciples, however, op- 
posed it because it was not mentioned specifically in the Bible 
P.O. Box 10284 Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


ROMANS, THE LETTER — from page 2 

among us prefer to "establish their own righteousness rather than sub- 
mit to the righteousness of God, based on faith"--just like the Jews of 
Romans 10:3. And like the Jews of old, it seems that no amount of 
evidence is going to sway their position. In this preconceived notion of 
Paul's teaching, the true meaning of "gospel" will forever elude the 
mind of those whose role is to enlighten the unenlightened. 


PAUL AND JAMES 


No one should attempt to interpret Paul in the same way we 
nortnally interpret James (pnmanly James 2)—not that these two in- 
spired writers are in conflict (a contradictory thought). Both writers 
See Ronny Wade, The Sun Will Shine Again, Someday, 
Yesterday's Treasures: Missouri, 1986), 28 
i Barton Stone, "An Address," The Chrisatian Messenger 2 
(January 1828): 72 
a Eckstein, History of the Churches of Christ in Texas, 262. 
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discuss the great subject of "justification" and both use "faithful Abra- 
ham" in their illustration. However, each writer has a different point to 
prove. Spealang on this—what seems to be a contradicton—Vine says, 


The two writers have bedore them different epochs in Abraham's 
life—Panl. the event recorded in Gen 15, and James, that in Gen. 
22, contrasting the words "believe" in Gen 15:6 and "obeyed" in 
Gen 22 (Expasitory Dictionary of New Testesment Words). 


When this fact is understood, most of the difficulty which 
seems to exist between these two wnters will disappear. In Romans, 
Paul teaches justification by faith and illustrates the pomt by saying 
"For what does the scripture say? 'Abraham believed God and it was 
reckoned to him as nghteousness’ " (Rom. 4:3). This event is recorded 
in Genesis 15:6, approximately 10 years after Abraham was called 
from Ur of the Chaldees (Gen. 15:7). 


James spoke of an event in Abraham's life which occurred ap- 
prox. 30 years later (Gen. 22) when God commanded fnm to offer his 
son Isaac as a sacnfice. Abraham obeyed. It was not his obedience 
that justified him. He was already jusbfied by faith in 15:6. James says 
his obedience made his faith perfect (complete, i.e., reached mafunty). 
So James says, "You SEE how that by works (of obedience) a man is 
jusbfied and not by faith alone (not by mental consent alone) (Js. 2:24). 
The emphasis is placed on SEEING faith in acaion in the performance 
of works, which js a positive indication that the person has been justi- 
fied. 

When Paul speaks of justification by faith apart from works, 
he has reference to "right relationship" with God, and when James 
speaks of justification by works he has in mind “night conduct." As 
Luther said, "we are not made righteous by good works, but in so far 
as we are righteous we perform good works." So then James speaks 
of those already saved Qustfied) while Paul has reference to alien sm- 
ners. To apply the remarks of one waiter to the other will certainly re- 
sult in misunderstanding.. — tobe continued 


ANTISECTARIAN-SECTARIANS 
By J. James Albert. 


The scriptures will never keep together in union, and fellowship 
members not in the spirit of the scriptures, which spirit is love, peace, 
unity, forbearance, and cheerful obedience. This is the spirit of the 
great Head of the body. I blush for iy fellows, who held up the Bible 
as the bond of union yet make their opinions of it tests of fellowship; 
who plead for the union of all Christians; yet refuse fellowship with 
such as dissent from their notions. Vain men! Their zeal is not accora- 
ing to knowledge, nor is their spirit that of Christ. There is a dav not 
jar ahead which will declare it. Such antisectarian-sectarians are do- 
ing more mischief to the cause, and advancement of truth, the unitv of 
Christians and the salvation of the world, than all the skeptics in the 
world. In fact they make skeptics. — Barton W. Stone, 1835 

The context in which brother Stone wrote the above Is uiteresting and 
is related to opinions about baptism that would be sure to get him categorized 
as a sectarian and withdrawn from by almost all of the Churches of Chnst 
today. The coutext was a discussion of whether or not persons bad to know 
that baptism was for the remission of sins for it to be valid. In the same year, 
1835, he wrote: 

To urge this doctrine (of baptism for remission of sins ).. . has already 
done irreparable harm to the peace, harmony and growth of the 
church, and will do more, if persisted in. Those opposed to the doc- 
trine; and those who advocate it have been too sensitive and indulged 
in hard feelings and speeches. Instead of attempts to heal the wound 
they have caused it to bleed afresh, till division has been the result. We 
cammot but deplore the weakness of man. 

Barton W. Stone had been sprinkled as an mmfant. In 1807 he realiaed 
that he bad not been scripturally baphaed and was anmersed in that year. He 
was «wmmeTsad to obey or please the Lord and not wath the understanding that 
it was for the remission of sins. He did not learn that one of the designs of bap- 
tisms was for the remusison of sins until years later. He was not cemmersad 
when he leamed of this comecton. These circumstances wee not only true of 
Stone, but many of the Reformed Baptists as the early cestorers were called, 
including both Alexander Campbell and his father Thomas. Campbell, like 
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Stone, opposed the idea tha a person had to understand at the time of baptism 
that it was for the remission of sins for it to be valid. 

Stone and Alexander Campbell said there is no command or example 
to reummerse believers m Jesus as the Messiah Campbell said that "it 1s whol- 
ly the work of reasoning.” Both he and Stone saw the practice as one based 
upon inference or opmion. Thev saw in the practce a threat to the very 
foundadon of the Restorafon movement. In 1831 Campbell wrote: 

Few understand all that is comprehended in this; but every new discoy- 
ery does not render all the past void, nor make it necessary to be born 
again. And he who insists upon a person being rebaptized in order to 
Jellowship, males his own inferences a bond of union, and adds to the 
commands of the book. 

Farty in the Restoration Movement both Stone and Campbell 
saw some seeds of sectananism. They saw the tendency for brethren 
to have all the wrong attitude about their opinions and want to create a 
sect. They saw this as going nght back to where they had come from. 
True unity permits a feeedom of interpretation or opinions or thought. 
To coerce or force brethren to assert to their opinions when they are 
not fully persuaded in their own minds is to practice sectarianism. 

We don't have the same spint that Barton W. Stone and Alex- 
ander Campbell and other early restorers had. We have become 
“amhsectanan-sectanans” and would exclude from our fellowship even 
them, were they present with us today. Our movement has gone full 
circle. 

Under the guise of being antisectanan the Churches of Christ 
today are one of the most sectanan denominations upon the face of this 
earth. It's almost as ludicrous and shameful as those people of whom 
Jesus said would kill his apostles under the impression that they were 
performing a service for God. Claiming to be loyal to truth the 
Churches of Christ are helping Satan to lessen the impact of what God 
has done for mankand in Jesus Christ. 

The Churches of Christ have gotten off center. Instead of Je- 
sus Christ being the center of our faith and doing as the apostle Pau! 
said: "Therefore receive one another, Just as Christ also received us, to 
the glory of God" (Rom. 15:7). We have built sects around the opin- 
ions that idenffy us. Thus we have sects built around such issues as 
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the breaking of bread, cupos, instumental music, missionary societies, 
rebaptism, Sunday School etc. Each party considers itself the only 
true Chnstians and the norm for others. Those who differ on these 
idenhfying shibboleths are viewed as sectanans. 

In the first place a sectanan is not a brother who merely holds 
an interpretation or opinion different ftom mine or those that identify 
the group or party. A Ssectanan is a person who insists that his inter- 
pretation(s) or opinion(s) be taken as the correct one(s) or the norm for 
all others and pushes their acceptance by others to the point of disrupt- 
ing and dividing brethren. It cannot be denied that the various partes 
in the Churches of Christ have practiced a philosophy of division which 
is etther — see things our way or don't be a part of our fellowship or ex- 
pect to be recognized as a sincere Chnstian Some parties have even 
gone one step further. They refuse to welcome those who agree with 
and appropntely practce the party shibboleths, but advocate accep- 
tance and love and tolerance of those who don't agree 

Sectanans say that we can't afford to have people among us 
who are in error. Brethren-tnm-error are to be marked and avoided. 
Such an atttude is a mansfestahon of the human ego and human pride 
which respectively are the originator and perpetuator of sectananism. 
Point me to the brother or brethren who are perfect and without error. 
For years in discussing the unity in diversity concept with brethren who 
deny it, I have been asking them to tell me ofa congregation in which 
all of the brethren are perfectly aggeed and no differences of opinion 
exist, but none have sent me the names of such congregations. 

P. O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 


BLOOPERS 


(from the Jan.'96 issue of Coristian Chronicle) 


Humor and laughter is good for the soul. Here are some 
bloopers fiom church bulletins and other sources that's just too good to 
keep to one’s self — Editor 


Don't let worry Kall you — let the church help. — Anonymous 
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Jon's dad fonnerly preached in Opelika and Mobile, but is now 

working, - The Frienaly Visitor 
x * * 

Next Stoway a special collection will be taken to defray the 
cost of the new carpet. All those wishing to do something on the car- 
pet will come forward and do so — Aubum Alabama Church 

x x Xx 

On Thursday night, there will be a potluck supper. Prayer and 

medication will follow. — Anonymous 
x *k * 

A church was seeking a new preacher. The ad said, "Starts 
August 6. Sendresume by Jume 1. Include wife, transcripts and refer- 
ences. — Ollie Yeats, Oklahoma 

x *k x 

The Johnson family will attend the funeral of Susie's former 

husband, who died in Flint, Michigan, tomorrow. ~ Anomnous 
x * x 

For those of you who have children and don't know it, we 

have a muirsery downstairs, — Anonymous 


*x * * 


Remember in prayer the many who are sick of our church and 
community. — Varin Greene, Kansas 


x * * 


At the evening service tonight, the sermon topic will be, ‘What 
is Hell?" Come early and listen to our chorus practice. — Anon. 


x * * 


The rosebud on the pulpit this momung is to announce the 
bith of David Alan Belzer, the sin of Mr. and Mrs. Julian Belaer. 


—Anonymous 


*x x * 


This afternoon there will be a meeting in the South and North 
ends of the church. Children will be baptized at both ends. ~ Anon. 
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An American minister was speaking for a military congrega- 
tion in France on the subject of Peter's betrayal of Chnst. With a flair 
for the dramatic, he quietly, but with much feeling, said, “Peter 
betrayed him once . . . Peter betrayed timtwice . . . (long pause) Peter 
betrayed him three times . . . and the Crow Cocked!" — Chae Ant- 


wine, Oklahoma 
x KK 


And in our own Grassy congregation here in Arab, Alabama, 
Dallas Burdette, in a vein of hianor, was stressing a point from the 
pulpit, saying: "When you come home from a hard day at the office, 
don't take your frustration out on your wife. Kick the dog!” He illus- 
frated with a swift kick of the right foot and his shoe went fling out 
into the auctience. Fortunaely it laaded in an empty pew! — Editor, 


* * 


I was trying to make a point that the major cause of divorce is 
the lack of communication today. However, I got mixed up and de- 
clared that "mammage" was the main cause of divorce - Mike Sutter, Tx. 


x kK OK 


The elderly snall town song leader always loudly sang, "Time 
is filled with swift transgressions” and no one could convince him that 
the word was “transitions.” - AvonMalon , Oklahoma. 


dei --From Paul Ketcherside 


My brother in God's great family. Surprise!! I am stil alive 
but severely handicapped. But I praise the Lord each day for letung 
me open my eyes to a new day and also praise him for you and your 
paper that comes my way. You will never know what a blessing it is 
and how much time I can pass reading it. I must use a very strong 
reading glass. I think your articles are outstanding in giving us all a 
greater understanding of the Lord's way. We have finally launched out 
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in the deep. I can only sit and think about the past and find a great deal 
of comfort in knowing I played a small part in bringing it about. Keep 
up the good work!! I only wish I could be more help. I can walk a 
short distance with my walker and get around fairly well with my 
wheel chair. I have to have supervision at all times. Let me thank all of 
the good people for their prayers, cards and letters and gifts of love. 
They are really appreciated and sorely needed. — Box 543, Nowalia, 
Oklahoma 74048 
, vr 


It 1s also a blessing to us to know that reading the Ensign helps 
Brother Paul to pass the time. He writes a lot like Carl, doesn't he? 
We wish him all the best and pray that his remaining years on earth will 
be lived in peace and comfort. -- Editor 


"KEY" FACTORS 

While attending the annual Refreshing Waters Renewal in Jo- 
plin, Missouri last summer we became aware that two of our favorite 
speakers were missing, Roy & Harold Key. Upon inmunng we 
leamed that Roy Key, his wife Evelyn and their granddaughter Annika 
were involved in a serious auto accident enroute fiom Texas to their 
home in Rogers, Arkansas. They were struck broadside by a pickup 
tiuck that failed to yield the right-of-way. Roy suffieredtwo crushed 
knees plus other injuries. Evelyn had a few cracked ribs along with 
several lesser injuries, and Annika seems to have escaped almost un- 
scathed. The car was totaled. We thank God that they are still with us. 
kKeKeEKKKK 


IF AT FIRST YOU DON'T SUCCEED 

I am somewhat reluctant to report that there is another effort 
being made to reprint Carl Ketcherside's wrttng and publications. I say 
reluctant because we have reported a mumber of times that such an ef- 
fort was being made that simply didn't pan out. Brother Bob Lewis of 
DeFuniak Spnngs, Florida has revived the project and is soliciting the 
financial asststance of all who are interested in the effort. We'll have 
more to report on this later. — Editor HAPPY NEW YEAR! 
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Komen: 
In Universal Perspective 
By R. L. Kilpatrick 


When the Bible student begin a study of Romans with the no- 
tion that sinners are justified by works, in conjunction with grace, he is 
defeated before he begins. He becomes confounded when he reaches 
that place where Paul says exactly the opposite. He, in a near state of 
near panic, races to James for spintua] sanctuary — as if James ts a 
greater authority than Paul. 

It doesn't help either when teachers say that Paul had in mind 
"works of law", and didn't mean "works of obedience," or “works of 
righteousness." That is an attempt to rescue a Jost cause!! Paul meant 
WORKS, period! He was dead set against justification by human mer- 
it of any descniption, and it was this very point that became a "stone of 
stumbling" for the Jews. They sought to be justified based upon their 
Own personal goodness rather than accept the nghteousness that God 
offered through faith in His Son. Paul said: 


For no human being will be justified in his sight by 
works of the law since through the law comes knowl- 
edge of sin (Rom. 3::20). 


The Jews could not be justified by the law because /nanan 
merit \s assocated with law- keeping, and for that same reason justifi- 
cation cannot be based upon keeping ANY law. This would simple 
transfer the cause of salvation from the goodness of God to the good- 
ness of man — thus robbing God of His grace in the scheme of redemp- 
tion (Eph. 2:8,9). Those who believe that the sinner is justified on the 
merit of his obedience to law or commandments are guilty of heresy in 
the worst way. Those who study Romans wth this vew in mind will 
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never get past chapter 1, verse 17. Paul concludes the first portion of 
Romans in chapter 4, verses 4 and 5 ventying what we have said 
above: 

Now to one who works, his wages are not reckoned as 

a gift but as his due. And to one who does not work 

but trusts him who justfies the ungodly, his faith 1s 

reckoned as nghteousness. 

This 1s about as plain as it 1s possible to make it. Paul is not 
condemning works in this passage but sethng aside the notion that 
works deserves (merits) justiicabon. 

Therefore, as to the meaning of works, Paul extends the mean- 
ing to include anything in which merit, reward, would normally be ex- 
pected. Works, works of faw, works of obedtence, works of jaith, 
works of righteousness are all the same in the mind of Paul as pertain- 
ing to the CAUSE of jusnfication. “7his is why it depends of faith, in 
order that the promise may rest on grace... (Rom. 4:16). He said also 
in Titus 3:5 that God "saved us, not because of deeds done by us in 
1ighteousness, but in virtue of his own mercy, by the washing of regen- 
eration and renewal in the Holy Spint.". To approach Romans in any 
other frame of mind is a losing proposition. 

ROMANS - IN WORLD-WIDE PERSPECTIVE 

Another error often made in beginning a study of Romans is in 
making an individualistic, atomistic approach to Paul's teachings. Be- 
ing individuals, living in proximity to each other, it 1s only natural to ap- 
ply these teachings to ourselves in a personal way. But Paul's remarks 
are not to be thought of as structions to indiwduals. His doctnnal 
perspecdve is much broader than this. When he speaks of sin, death, 
nghteousness, life, and such like, he has in mind the universal man, the 
whole body of humanity. When he speaks of sin and death as being 
the common lot of man he speaks of the fallen race of Adam, and 
when he speaks of life and righteousness, he speaks of the sputtual race 
in Christ — the church. 

The body of Adam and the body of Christ and their respective 
relationship to God are held in contrast to each other and Paul is to be 
understood in the sense of this corttrast. The division of Romans into 
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chapters and verses has a tendency to reflect that each verse is a com- 
plete unit of thought, much like a proverb. But Romans 1s not a collec- 
tion of wise sayings. Paul constartly moves ftom the known to the 
unknown, from a premise to a conclusion with the conclusion forming 
the premise for the next conclusion. 


Romans, Where To Begin? 


It has been suggested that the best place to start a study of Ro- 
mans in in Chapter 5, verses 12 - 21. Why? Because all that Paul at- 
tempts to teach in this epistle is outlined these few verses. All that Paul 
has attempted to teach in Chapters 1 thru 5:11] climaxes in 5:]2-21. 
Not only that, everything he will say thereafter is said in wew of what 
was established in these several verses. 


In these passages Paul brings together the two ages (which Is 
not exactly a correct concept, because we are not talkang about ages tn 
the sense of time, years, etc., but realms or kingdoms or orders of exis- 
tence, that do not begin or terminate in "tme’” or “years.” For, you see, 
the two divisions (kingdoms) of &fe and death run simultaneously. 
The entering in of the realm of &fe, did not supersede the kingdom of 
death—as we well know. It is not a case of one kingdom ceasing and 
another beginning. But for the sake of convenience we will continue to 
use the terms "ages", "realms," "kingdoms" interchangeably. 


TYPE AND ANTETYPE 


In making the great contrast between the old age of sin and 
death (Rom. 8:2) and the age of nghteousness and life, Paul sets Adam 
and Chnst in juxtaposition and speaks of Adam as a "Ape of him who 
was to come" (5:13). Adam was a type of Christ only in the sense that 
he occupied a similar position in his kingdom as did Chnist in His. It is 
doubtful that any two people could be more unlike-which is Paul's 
purpose in these verses, to show the difference. They are type andante- 

(tum to page 32) 
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WE TEST JOEL'S 
PATIENCE? 


By Cecil Hook 


Are the ancient heroes able to see us and know what Is going 
on in our Ives? Pethaps so. You may disagfee strongly. That is all 
light with me. I am not arguing the point here as I try to unagne the 
prophet Joel's feelings as we try to interpret his prophecies. Our dark- 
ening his meamngs by closed minds, ignorance, and anamterpretahon 
may spoil his heavenly peace, if such 1s possible! 


Joel's words in Joel 2:28-32 quoted by Peter in his Pentecost 
sermon (Acts 2:16-21) are familiar to most of us. Peter declared that 
ihe happenings on Pentecost were fulfilling Joel's words which Peter 
paraphrased in part. But Peter either failed to understand or to accept 
the very words he quoted. And we have followed Peter's example! 
Let's talk about it. 


1. Peter rightly declared that the outpouring of the Holy Spirit 
on all flesh was prophesied by Joel. All flesh meant the Jews and also 
the Genttles—"all that are far off" But we are familar with the 
struggle that Peter and many other Jews had in accepting Gentiles 
apart fiom Judaism. It took about ten years for the point to fully regs- 
teron him After so long, through divine directon, a vision, and the 
outpouring of the Holy Spint on Cornelius’ household, Peter was able 
to admit, "Truly I perceive that God shows no partality, but in every 
nation anyone who fears him and does what is right 1s acceptable to 
him," 


We may wonder if Joel looked on with impatence while Peter 
defended a barticade to the kingdom Before you grow too smug 
about this point, let me inquire as to how long it has been that blacks 
were welcomed as equals in your congregation. 
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2. In those last days when the Spirit was to be poured out, 
women would be among the prophets, according to the prophet Joel. 
To prophesy was to declare publicly the message of God. We have to 
wait many more than ten years for a speciic mention of women proph- 
ets. In telling of Paul's renum to Jerusalem there is mention that Philip 
had four usmamed daughters who prophesied. 


Paul gave women unquesnoned permission to pray and proph- 
esy in 1 Connthians 11 so long as they followed proper decorum in 
dress. They were to avoid appearance that would identify them with 
the prostitute priestesses of the temple of Venus in Connth. Nether 
were they allowed to be disruptive in the Corinthian assemblies (1 Cor. 
14). Nor were the men! But in correcting their rudeness Paul was not 
forgetting or mullifying what he had wnitten in Chapter 11! Nor was he 
stnkang down the prerogative prophesied by Joel. The correcting of an 
abuse in Chapter 14 no more invalidated Chapter 11 than Paul's 
correction of the abuse of the love feast in Chapter 11 was a universal 
prohibition of shanng a meal together at a place of worship. 

How long must Joel wait? Nineteen centuries later we still will 
not permit the fulfillment of that which was spoken on the "birthday of 
the church” on Pentecost! 


3. In his God-given message Joel indicated no exclusive group 
who alone would receive the outpouring of the Spirit. Nineteen centu- 
ties later disciples strongly deny that believers receive the baptism of 
the Spint. They claim that it was limited to a few persons vaguely 
idenhfied in the book of Acts. 


Those who called upon the name of the Lord in baptsm 
would receive the gift of the Spirit. Later Paul descnbed the process: 
"He saved us, not because of deeds done by us in righteousness, but in 
virtue of his own mercy, by the washing of regeneration and renewal of 
the Holy Spint, which he poured out upon us richly through Jesus 
Chnst our Savior, so that we might be jushfied by his grace and be- 
come heirs in the hope of eternal life" (Titus 2:5f), In Acts 2 the 
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outpounng, baptism, and gift of the Holy Spirit are treated as identical. 
So all bapnzed believers are at the same time recipients of the baptism 
of the Spirit. 


Peter indicated that the baptism of the Spit on Pentecost was 
fulfilling Joel's prophecy. But many of us still deny that we are bap- 
tized by his outpounng on us. Sorry about that, Joel! 


4. Most Bible students contend that some of Joel's words 
about the last days are yet to be fulfilled. They have stretched out the 
last days for nearty two thousand years and projected them into the in- 
definste firture. Patience, Joel! 


But cannot even the simple-minded see that these words have 
not come to pass and that Christ has not retumed: "And I will show 
wonders in the heaven above and signs on the earth beneath, blood, 
and fire, and vapor of smoke; the sun shall be tumed into darkness and 
the moon into blood, before the day of the Lord comes, the great and 
manifest day." Don't leave me! Don't dart down our traditonal paths 
into the woods! 

Could it be that we have been putting an incorrect meaning to 
the last days? Consider this suggestion The last days referred to their 
quurent time, or generahon, when God's dealing with Israel would be 
brought an end. Israel had reyected God and his Christ. God 1s about 
to reject them as a nation and a chosen people. It was their last days. 
Individuals could contime to call upon God and be saved through 
Chnst, but not through Judaism. Biblical Judaism was destroyed 1n 70 
A.D. at the tme of the coming of Christ in vengeance. It was the Day 
of the Lord, the Lord's Day. Numerous references in the epistles indi- 
cate that the end was near. Revelation definitely declared the then- 
imminent fulfillment of God's wrath through the Presence of the Lord 
(See Rev. 1:1, 3; 22:6, 7, 10, 12, 20). This necessanly dates Revela- 
tion before the destruction of Jerusalem as a message forewammng the 
disoples. Messengers who cartied the letter probably gave orally the 
key tounderstanding. No one has or needs such a key today. 
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But what of the celestial disturbances that Joel spoke of? Are 
we so forgetful! Jesus declared those things also! In dramatic symbol- 
ism he shocked them, "Immediately after the tnbulation of those days 
the sun will be darkened, and the moon will not give its light, and the 
stars shall fall from heaven, and the powers of the heaveris will be shak- 
en; then will appear the sign of the Son of man in heaven, and then all 
the tribes of the earth will moum, and they shall see the Son of man 
coming on the clouds of heaven with power and great glory..." (Matt. 
24:29-30) 

In Chapter 24 of Matthew, Jesus dealt at length with the end 
of the Jewish age culminating with the destructon of Jerusalem in 70 
A.D. He used the symbolism common to Hebrew writers in predicting 
the judgmem of the Lord or downfall of nations. (Compare: Isa. 13, 
17, 18, 19; Ezek. 32; Zach. 14; Joel 2.) That Matthew 24 deals with 
the days of vengeance upon Jerusalem seems undeniable when you 
also compare Mark 13:4, 30; Luke 21:7,20, 28, 31-32. Jesus told 
them emphatically that all these things of Chapter 24 would be fulfilled 
in the lifetme of those present. 

When the Jews present on Pentecost were convinced by Peter 
that they had killed the One sent by God, they cried out, not so much in 
inquiry as in despair, "What shall we do?" They felt doomed. They 
were informed that they could escape the wrath of the day of the Lord 
by calling on the name of the Lord. In this surpnse package they 
would also find forgiveness of their awesome sin and the gift of the 
Holy Spirit. Others had become Jews by a proselyte baptism; now by 
another proselyte baptism they could commit their allegiance from the 
fleshly kingdom that was to be shaken to the spintual kingdom which 
cannot be shaken. That change would be confined by the destruction 
Jerusalem. Peter’s final exhortahon to his Jewish brethren on Pentecost 
was, "Save yourselves from this crooked generation.” He was plead- 
ing that they save themselves from God's vengeance upon Israel as a 
rejectng people. (Please restudy Acts 2 with these thoughts in nund.) 


How long before we can accept the fulfillment of these fianda- 
mental things spoken by Joel and confirmed by Peter? How long will 
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we continue to hinder the kingdom by our rejection of these things ini- 
tiated on Pentecost? 
Joel, has your patience run out? The real concern is: Has 
God's patience with us run out as it did with Israel? 
10905 SW Mara Ct, Tigard, OR 97223 


“THE CREED OF THE 
CHANGE AGENTS" 


By Arnold Hardin 


Our society is very fond of the "finng squad"! We Texans 
may at the beginning of the New Year carry concealed handguns. Just 
beat me to the last remaining parking space now! Double dare! But 
firing squads are not only armed in the secular world; but, religious 
groups, right and left, are fertile fields for such militants Our fellow- 
ship is a recruiting station for all such groups. But the ironic thing 
about such a religious culture 1s that we form our finng lines, of all 
things, in a circle. Have you noticed the sad and gruesome results? 

The Denton Lectureship is sponsored by the ultra nght wing 
element. I attended one day this past year and while there picked up 
some copies of "Contending For The Faith’' Wnitten by Era Rice. 
In recent years those brethren have made an all-out assault on ACU 
and its Bible Department. A congregation has been formed in Abilene 
and it is indicated that it's pnmary mission 1s that of harassing the ACU 
facility. Our society is decaying before our very eyes; but, these breth- 
ren have drawn up their firing squad, not against the devil, but against 
their brethren. 

In the February (1995) issue of Ira’s paper their is an article ab 
out “change agents" they believe to be roaming the campus of ACU. 
They have set forth fifteen points of their unagined creed. Notice a few 
of them. 
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#1. "That brethren have generally misunderstood or failed to 
understand the true and full teaching of the Bible on grace." 

Those of'us that have been writing on these matters for twenty 
years of more have constantly documented the truth of that which 
these brethren believe to be false. Brethren for the most part still do 
not understand the full teaching relative to grace. The proof follows! 

#2. "That understanding grace means there has to be a revi- 
sion (more accurately, abandonment of) the understanding brethren 
have maintained on the relation of faith and works im the pla of 
salvation.” 


"For by grace have you been saved through faith; and that not 
of yourselves, it 1s the gift of God; not of works, that no man shouid 
glory" (Eph. 2:8,9). Is salvason of WORKS? Paul said NO! Yet, the 
vast majonity of those in churches of Christ contend that Paul did not 
say what he said. 


There are two ways in which a person might be saved. Each 
can save themselves, or God can save them. The ways in which hu- 
manity seeks to save itself are many, "self-affliction; human sacnfice"; 
“good works"; "religious rituals"! The way God saves us is "by grace 
through faith...not of works." Salvation is God's gift to us. It is ac- 
cepted by faith/trust. Chnstians serve Christ (work) not in order to 
save themselves, but, because we are saved in Chnst, God's precious 
gift to lost sinners. 


#3. "That baptism for the remission of sins is not mandatory 
and present in one's becoming a Christian 


There may be a few who so teach; but whomever they are 
they are wrong, wrong! Why do we seek to complicate matters and 
falsely accuse one another? A wretched lost sinner is saved by God's 
grace at the very moment such a sinner places his/her trust in Chnist as 
Savior; that ust being embodied in the act of immersion in water thus 
the sinner becoming "clothed with Christ" (Gal. 3:26-27). Baptst 
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emphasize verse 26, we emphasize verse 27. Both should stop tt! 
God, and He alone, has made reconciliation possible! But such is only 
possible when a dual imputation 1s in place. "He who lanew no sin be- 
came sin that we might become the righteousness of God in Him" (1 
Cor. 5:21). Our sins were imputed (put to His account) to Christ; His 
righteousness imputed to us! Praise God for such a salvation! 


£4. "That salvation is by the grace of God alone - but also by 
Jaith, which is not reguired to do anything to demonstrate it is 
gemiine,” 


The dew is a master at manipulation and confusion. What on 
earth did man have to do with his salvation? Not one thing! Salvation 
is made possible by God's grace and that alone. He planned it, initiated 
It and carried it out. Faith is the means available to sinners in accepting 
the pardon from our death sentence as provided by our merciftal God. 

#5. “That nothing one can do or can contribute ‘one whit' to 
his or her salvation." 

Such ignorance 1s shamefil! Legalists are determined to teach 
that salvation is achieved the old fashtoned way - "We eam it". Breth- 
ren how much does the sinner’s faith, baptism or faithful living contnb- 
ute to or add to the essence of that one's salvation? When viewed on a 
percentage basis is salvation a matter of 50/50 (God's grace and man's 
works) or, 75/25? Is it any wonder that so many are afraid of dying! 
A legalist never can be assured that he or she has contributed enough 
good works to assure their salvation. May God have pity on us frail 
mortals when we so misuse scripture 


#6. That one who has thus saved by 'grace alone’ can never 
be lost - the verdict of ‘no condemnation’ has already been 
Pronounced." 


Yes, sad to say, some do foolishly teach such error but none 
among the Bible professors of ACU that I now anything about. 
2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 75227 
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Romans - from pane 24 


type because they represent the heads of ther respectve bodies, the 
two ages of Life and Death. 


Another possible caption for these verses in 5:12-21 is to title 
them "The Two Dominions, Adam 1s head of that dominion called 
death and Christ is head of the dominion of life. And even though 
Adam and Christ are unlike in character, they are still perfect repre- 
sentatives of their respective bodies. All that Adam was he passed on 
to his offspring, 1.e., his fleshly nature, and all that Christ is he has im- 
puted to his sputual offspring. The inhabitants of each kingdom bear 
the charactenstics (nature) of their respective heads. This is Paul's main 
objective in Romans 5:12-21 — to show that every citizen in Adam's 
kingdom inherits that perpetual state of unrighteousness and as such he 
is under the wrath of God — and yes, this includes the Jews for they too 
belong to Adam. For there is none righteous, no, not even one. (Rom 
3:10ff}— and to show that those who have faith in Chnst (even Gen- 
tiles) belong to that new realm of nghteousness. 

With this truth established, you might say that Paul now has 
his work cut out for him. He has to prove to the Jews that they are no 
longer God's "chosen people", that they, along with the Gentiles, are 
under the wrath of God. This was a totally new concept and one in 
which the Jews were not likely to accept. 

The types and antetypes continue. Adam's “one act of disobe- 
dience" and all of that which became characteristic as a result, became 
typical of Chnst's “one act of obedience." The one act of disobedience 
brought DEATH to all mankind “even over those whose sins were not 
like the transgression of Adam, who was a type of the one who was to 
come " (5:14). But - 

Then as one man's trespass led to condemnation for all 
men, SO One man’s act of nghteousness leads to acquit- 
tal and life for all men (S: 18). 

(to be continued) 
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ONE CUP AND NON-SUNDAY 
SCHOOL HISTORY 





By Dallas Burdette PART 2 


Even though many churches adopted Sunday-school, never- 
theless there were many who did not. "Some disciples, however, op- 
posed it because it was not mentioned specifically in the Bible.' Seven 
Eckstein surveys the history of this controversy under the caption "Mb- 
nor Issues."* He writes that 

In Texas, the first dispute over the Sunday School oc- 
curred in 1875. Minister G. W. Harvcy of the Concord 
church, Austin County, labeled the Sunday School as a 
device to “attract little children, keep them from the 
prairie on Lord's day cunning mule eared rabbits, riding 
jacks and doing mischief generally. 


There were many others who opposed the so-called innova- 
tions. One of the first and perhaps the most vocal] against Sunday- 
school and individual communion cups was Dr. George Avenll Trott 
(1855-1930).* Dr. Trott became one of the editors of the Firm 
Foundation along with Nimrod Lafayette Clark (1870- ?). Clark also 
condemned Sunday-school as an innovation. In 1906 Clark and R. L. 
Whiteside exchanged articles on the subject.* As early as 1897 some 
were willing to draw the line of fellowship over wstrumental music, so- 
cieties, and rebaptism” Evin Waters (1918 - __) asserts that N. L. 
Clark ts the father of the non-class movement. 


Eckstein, History of the Churches of Christ In Texas, 


l 

Ibid. 

: Wade, The Sun will Shine Again, Someday, 30. 
’ Ibid., 34-35, 

: Ibid. 
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It was not unhi 1918 that our people began to draw 
lines over the Sunday School queston. NL. Clark was the father 
of the non-class movement in Tewas. Even though he debatad the 
subject with men like G. H P. Showalter and RL. Whiteside, he 
never made it a test of fellowship,° 


In 1910, J. T. Showalter wrote an essay about Sunday-school 
for the Gaspel Advocate. In this article he repudiated the Scriptura!- 
ness of the practice: 


Wherever any man proves the Sundaysschool to be of divine au- 
thoy, he can prove missionary socenes to be of divine amthanty. 
By all rules of logic, he that “would the one cessin, mst to the oth- 
er cling." 


Another figure that played a very important role in the non- 
Sunday-school movement was Clarence Teurman (1884-1923),’ who 
later became publisher (1916) of the Apostolic Way (1913-7). Follow- 
ing the death of Teurman, R. F. Duckworth succeeded him as publish- 
er (1925). In the begirmung, "Duckworth was wholeheartedly opposed 
to Sunday-schools as well as a plurality of cups* 





: Ibid. 
: In 1922, Clarence Teurman baptized E.H. Miller (my 
uncle) and Miller's mother, Fannie Miller (my grandmother). 
Brother Teurman died as a result of a fire while working on the 
July 1 issue of his paper. At the time of his death, brother J. A. 
Dennis was with him. J. A. Dennis baptized my mother 
(Thelma Haygood) and my aunt (Katherine Hammer). My 
grandfather (Elbert Dallis Miller) wrote in the Apostolic Way: 
"Brother Teurman's death was the greatest shock that myself 
and family ever received.“ During the ministry of Teurman, 
Dennis purchased a car for Teurman to help kim in his 
evangelistic tours, although Dennis could not afford one for 
himself and his family. (My mother related some of this 
information to me and the other data is found in Wade's book: 
The Sun Will Shine Again, Someday, 41). 
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ONE CUP 
The use of "one cup" in the distnbution of the fruit of the vine 
in the observance of the Lord's supper is no Jonger a well-known fact 
among many Chnstans. But there are many congregations today that 
will not use individual communion cups in the celebration of the com- 
munion. Ronny Wade states their position very succinctly: 
A reaching of New Testament passages cegarding the Lord's Sup- 
per leads one to the unavoidable conclusion that Jesus used only 


one cup in the original enstifion, and that the early cimrches fol- 
lowed that example in their observance.’ 


It is a well-know fact that the use of individual communion 
Cups were introduced in a Congregational Church in Putnam Co., Ohio 
in 1893 by Rev. Dr. J.G. Thomas, who was both a physician and min- 
ister, The following year he \vas granted a patent on his invention. 


Initially, there was opposition to the use of individual commu- 
nion cups by such men as J.W. McGarvey (1829-1911) and David 
Lipscomb (1831-1917). Brother McGarvey wrote in The Christian 
Standard: 


I have been a memher of the church for forty-three years, and it 
has been my good forfine to be acquainted with several of or 
most leaned and influenal cumistrs—Alexander Campbell 
among them--and it seems strange to me that THEY DID NOT 
FIND A NECESSITY FOR THE INDIVIDUAL CUps,'° 


Brother Lipscomb also objected to the employment of indi- 
vidual communion cups. He wrote: 


Coninwmion is a joint participation of two or more in one work of 
service. The conumamion of the Lord's Sipper is the joint 


, Wade, The Sun Will Shine Again, Someday, 70 

° Ibid., 53. 

of J.W. McGarvey, Christian Standard (26 February 
1910); quoted in E.H. Miller, Individual Communion Cups 
and The Cup of the Lord (nd), 5. 
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parhcipahon in the loaf and in the cup, This shows the commn- 
nion of the many in one cup and one bread §=- To dine the cup 
and bread into many own bread and cup destroys the idea af com- 
munion... .'! 


Both McGarvey and Lipscomb later changed their views con- 
cemmng this issue, but these two quotes Wustrate the emotional fervor 
that existed during the early stages of this change.'? (Continued) 


P.O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


Editoral Policy: Occasionally I recetve articles from Bro. Dale 
McCreight, Sweetwater, Texas, dealing with the subject of baptism 
He thinks we place too much emphasis on the "water" aspect of this 
ritual, that perhaps we should interpret baptism in a more spiritual 
sense. He says "This probably won't set well with some and very likely 
could get you shot if you publish tt, but I will take the blame for it." 
Yes, brother Dale, you will have to shoulder the blame, you wrote the 
article!! You're treading on one of our most sacred cows when you 
question any aspect of baptism. I'm sure you know that. 


Our editorial policy here at Ensign is very lenient. We may or 
may not agree with the doctnnal positions held by our writers, We 
have always believed in allowing others to have their say, provided 
they don't get kooky, and so I must refuse to accept responsibility for 
what they say, especially when I notify one and all to that effect. I oc- 
casionally receive letters from readers chastsing me for what someone 
else said. My response it usually -- "If you don't agree with what the 
author said, tell him!!" His address is usually included. Anyway, 
here is Bro. McCreight thoughts on the subject — and you may or may 
not agree with him. 


i Ibid., 5, 
" Ibid. 
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ACIS 2:38 


By Dale McCretght 


It is rather interesting and somewhat curious to note how of- 
ten many Bible students have the tendency to assume that water 1s al- 
ways the element of baptism whenever the term is found in the New 
Testament, Even in places where water 1s not mentioned. I say “cun- 
ous,” but that may not be an accurate assessment when it is considered 
a dominant place that the rite of immersion in water holds in the doc- 
tnne of Churches of Christ. 


But there are in fact several non-water examples of elements 
relaung to baptism in the N.T. Some speaific examples are: "the Holy 
Spirit and fire" (Mat. 3:11); "Christ Jesus," "his death" (Rom. 6:3); 
"Moses" (1 Cor. 10:2); "body” (1 Cor. 12:13). 


A favorite verse used to substantiate the need of water baptism 
for salvation is Acts 2:38. This is one of those places where it is neces- 
sary to assume that water is the element of baptism, since the verse 
makes no such declaration. It is necessary to not lift this verse out of 
its context if we are to truly perceive its meaning. The climax and cen- 
tral point of Peter's speech in Acts 2:14-19 is found in v. 36: "There- 
fore let all the house of Israel know assuredly, that God hath made that 
same Jesus, whom ye crucified, both Lord and Chnst." This is the 
most sigmficant declaration to fall from the lips of man in recorded his- 
tory. When we consider the import of the phrase, “both Lord AND 
Chnst," along with the all-consuming hope of Israel in light of their 
spectacular history, one can only attempt with feeble imaginahon to ac- 
cess the magnitude of the impression that this profound statement 
made on the hearts of Peter's audience. 


There's no clear cut reason to assume that the question, "Men 
and brethren, what shall we do?" is an inquiry as to the proper formula 
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for "salvation.” Consider the possibility that Peter's admonition to "re- 
pent and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for 
the remission sins, and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost..." 
means the following: 1) “Repent” means to be reformed in your mind 
by coming to a conscious realization of the result of God's actwity in 
the establishment of His Kingdom. 2) This repentance involves being 
immersed (bap&zed) in the "name of" (element) Jesus ... Chnst, or in 
the "name of" the fact that Jesus IS Christ! In other words, be sub- 
merged in the fact of the reality of Jesus being Christ. 3) Full con- 
sciousness of this great revelation 1s evidence of the forgiveness of sins 
on God's part (Jer. 31:34; Heb. 8:10-12) by making Jesus both Lord 
and Christ, thus leading to a cleansed conscious of the sinner. 4) The 
gaft of the Holy Ghost is peace and assurance resulting from the con- 
scious awareness of what God has done for His children through the 
resurrection of Jesus. 
1100 Lamar Street, Sweetwater, Texas 79556 
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BY THE GRACE OF GOD 


By Neal Griffin 


Romans 9:16, "Therefore, it does not depend on what man 
waits or tries to do, it is the mercy of God." 

Proud man wants to be the author of his salvation. He wants 
to know what HE can do to ear it. The scriptures cry out over and 
over again: "It is not by law-keeping nor good works that salvation 1s 
accomplished (Rom. 1:16-17; 1:2:28-29. 3:21-26; 4:2-6; 4:13, 21-25, 
5:9, 17). Righteousness is a gift, not something that is earned. Salva- 
tion is also a free gift (Eph. 2:2-9). Proud man wants law nghteous- 
ness. He wants to be legally deserving (Rom. 6:14; Phil. 3:6) 
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But what does the Bible say about seeking “law righteousness"? It 
says, "Ye are fallen fiom grace" (Gal. 6:4). 

My point is to show where the origin of our motivation should 
be. We should be motivated by a new mind — a bom-aggin attitude -- 
by a changed heart, as one in whom Deity dwells. This should be the 
basis of our motivation for keeping law and doing good works. We 
should do these things out of a deep gratitude and love for Jesus, and 
not out of a pharisacial resopnse to a legal code. It is not a legal code 
that causes us to repent — it is the goodness of God (Rom. 2:4). Jesus 
did not die to establish a new legal code through which we eam our 
salvation. He died to save sinners. His blood cleanses us of sin - not a 
legal code. 

Then what is baptism? Baptsm is a ceremonial washing. It 1s 
the response of a pure heart to God's command. It is the submittng to 
a washing. It is a reenactment of the death, bunal, and resurrecton of 
Jesus. It is the initiation into the Kingdom. It is commanded of all be- 
lievers. And, in my opinion, it is the first test of one's faith. 

But let me more directly apply this to my point. If we were 
baptized to eam our salvation — to obligate God to save us, then I 
quote Galatians 5:4 again, "Ye are fallen from grace.” 

Let us not be so proud that we cannot accept God's gree gift 
of salvation. Let us not be so proud that we cannot give Him all the 
glory, honor, and credit for our salvation. Hallowed ts the name of Je- 
hovah our God. To him be the praise. Amen. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


Se ee 


Subscription Notice: Again, take a look at the expiration date and /or 
your renewal date, adjacent to your name on the address label. We 
need your help. Let me say thanks to all of you who have so gener- 
ously donated to the Cause. Even though I may not personally ac- 
knowledge every contribution, I can assure you that it does not go 
unnoticed nor is it unappreciated — in fact we couldn't continue with- 
out your help. The sub. price alone won't pay the bills. — Editor 
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ROMANS: THE IMPUTATION OF GUILT 
By R. L. Kilpatrick 


As cespecting sin, guilt, inhemtance, and consequence, let me 
say at the outset that all humantand inherit the guilt of Adam. This 
staternent fnghtens some people so let me hastily add this guilt is not a 
personal guilt but a "racial" guilt which God has imputed to all man- 
kind bom in the likeness of Adam. Yes, there is a "consequence" of 
Adam's sin and the consequence is "guilt." With this guilt comes the 
death of all people born in the flesh. Death is the consequence of guilt. 
There can never be the consequence of death unless there is actual 
guilt or imputed guilt. For God to punish where there is no guilt 
would be unjust. Having the nature of Adam is the mark of death. 
"Come let us reason together." 

That condition of mankand which is the exact opposite of guilt 
is "righteousness" Whien God declares a sinner righteous he is declar- 
ing him to be "not guilty." But how can a guilty person be declared not 
guilty. He can't be both at the same time, can he? The answer is yes. 
He ts guilty because he belongs to the Adamic race and he 1s not guilty 
because he has been justified by faith in Jesus Christ. Christians carry 
dual citizenships. He belongs to two different kngdoms simultaneous- 
ly — the ngdom of death and the kingdom of life. 

Righteousness can come about in two ways. It can be "ear- 
ned” by Irving the perfect life, or it can be imputed as in the case of us 
all. In the same way “guilt” can come about in two different ways. It 
can be deserved as in the case of Adam, or it can be imputed to all who 
bear his nature — this too includes us all. Those who argue that guilt is 
not imputed to Adam's family, in a sense argue against imputed ngh- 
teousness to God's spiritual family. This is the subject of Paul's dis- 
seftation in Romans 5:12-21, where Adam is said to be "a type of him 
who was to come” (v. 14). Adam and Christ are shown as "heads" of 
bodies, the human body and the sputtual body. And that (stmilantes) 
which is charactenstic of the head becomes the character of the whole 
body. Guilt charactenzed Adam, the head of human‘ty and his guilt is 
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imputed to the whole body. Likewise, nghteousness characterizes 
Christ the head of the spintual body and this righteousness 1s imputed 
to the whole spintual body. You might say that as goes the head so 
goes the whole body. The head can't be one thing and the body some- 
thing different. 

Some may want to argue that for God to impute guilt to the 
whole human race would be Him acting out of character, that 1t would 
be unjust for God to inflict guilt and death on some innocent being 
We don't claim to know the fill extent of God mind and His system of 
justice on this point; but if it is unjust to impose guilt on the innocent, 
wouldn't it also be unjust for Him to "declare nghteousness" on the 
guilty sinner? Somehow God in his sovereignty has found this to be 
right. Otherwise there would be no salvation. 

To illustrate the point, Paul points out that those who lived be- 
tween Adam and Moses lived dunng a period when no law was in 
force, and that "siz? is not counted where there is no law" (V. 13). This 
seems to muddy the theological waters somewhat for it would seem 
that since there was no law between Adam and Moses there shou!d be 
no sin because "sin is the transgression of the law.” Yet, both sin and 
death -- the wages of sin (Rom. 6:23) — rergned between these two 
points in time. Since their sins were not counted against them, then for 
whose sin(s) did they die?. It couldn't have been for their own sins for 
which there was not law. The obvious answer is that they died for the 
imputed sin of Adam and Eve. Inno other way can the death of an in- 
nocent child be explained other than to say that God imputed the sin of 
Adam upon the whole human race. 

But no innocent child will stand before God to give an account 
for Adam's transgression. Physical death removes all that was inherited 
fiom him Man, in judgment, will only give account for his personal 
transgressions 

To say that all we receive from Adam is the “consequence” of 
his rebellion is to offer no explanation at all. That's the same as saying 
"That's just the way it is", which answers nothing. Death must be ex- 
plained in a way that coincides with God's attribute of justice. When an 
innocent child dies physically, it dies in payment of someone's sin. This 
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is indisputable. If sin had not entered the world there would be no suf- 
fenng or death. Since the innocent have committed no sins of their 
own, then death has to be attnbuted to someone else's account. 

All this has to mean that we are not talking about personal sin 
or personal guilt but the STATUS by which the human race stands be- 
fore God. GUILT is the stafus for God "has consigned all things to 
sin" (Gal. 3:22). Paul also said to the Romans: 

... [have already charped that all men, both Jews and Greece, are 

under the power of sin, as it is wrillen: "None is righteous, no, not 
one. . .” (3:9,10) 

Paul did not make any exception when he declared that all are 
under the power of sin, therefore, none is righteous. Just as all cre- 
ation is under the wrath of God, so is al] creation under guilt. There 
can be no wrath of God where there is no sin and there can be no sin 
without guilt being associated with it. We all recerve the sinful nature 
of our forefather and it is this which is synonymous with guilt. Adam's 
nature was a guilfy nature and it stands to reason that if we receive the 
nature we receive all this is charactenstic of it. Alexander Campbell 
said: 

The stream of mmmanity, thus contarmnated at the fourtan, can- 

not in this world ever rise of imelf to its primitive purity and 
exellenc: 
And on the same subject Carnpbell also wrote: 


Your nahue, gentle reader, not your person, was in Adam when 

he put forth is hand to break the precept af Jehovah. You did not 

sin in that act but your aahre then in the person of your father, 

Qnned against the Author of your castence. In the just judermen 

therefore, af your beavenly Father, your aahure sinned in Adam, 

and with him it is igh? and that all tnmman beings should be bam 

mortal’ 

Agam, the guilt which we inhemit is not a personal guilt, the 
land that comes from breaking a positive precept, but a status which 

(tum to page 58) 


Alexander Campbell, Christian System (Standard Publishing Co. 
Cincinnati, Ohio), Ch. VII, P. 14 
a Op. Cit. 


A QUESTION OF IDENTITY 
By Elmer Prout 


I remember them well — those sermons on the identity of the 
church. How many times did I preach on that topic? I have no idea 
but it was a regular theme in every "gospel meeting” series in the early 
days of my preaching. 

I tried to change the wording of the sermon title. But no mat- 
ter how the wording changed the content stayed the same. "These are 
the identifying marks of the true church — date or origin; place of ori- 
gin: plan of salvation; pattern of organization; outline of work; acts of 
worship..." The list was quite complete. 

No matter where I began the conclulsion was never in any 
doubt: The identity of the true church was identical with the church of 
which I was a member. Had J not proved it beyond question? 

I thought of those sermons the other day when I was looking 
at Jesus’ words: "And I tell you that you are Peter, and on this rock I 
will build my church, and the gates of hades will not overcome it" 
(Mat. 16:18). In that statement Jesus introduces the word "church" 
into the pages of the New Testament scriptures. I used this passage in 
my ‘identity’ sermons. It gave me the chance to emphasize that one key 
mark of the church is that it must have the correct builder. That is, it 
must be built by Jesus Christ. Other aspects of the church were men- 
tioned in connection with Peter's confession. The identity of the church 
was complete! 

As I looked at the confession and the promise it struck me that 
those early sermons had tumed Matthew 16 on its head. In my pursuit 
of 'the identity of the church’ I had reasoned as if Jesus Christ is an 
idennfying mark ofthe true church. In my outline Jesus Christ took his 
place along with date of origin, etc., as one more mark that I was a 
member of the true church. Granted that that may not have been my 
intention It was the result nevertheless. There is a question of identi- 
ty in Matthew 16. But it is not the identity of the church. It is the iden- 
tity of Jesus of Nazareth. "Who do men say that I am? . . . Who do 
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you say that I am?" That is the most importamt question in the New 
Testament. Jesus did not raise the issue so dear to our hearts "What 
are the marks of the New Testament church?" In fact, Jesus drops the 
word church into the conversahon without introduction or definmon. 
It is as if it is enough to know that Jesus is the Christ. In the light of 
that fact we can talk about church — but only in the light of that fact. 

As I continued to think about Matthew 16:18 my thoughts 
moved over to my preaching on Acts 2. As you might expect that is a 
passage to which I tumed time after hme. Over and over J focused on 
Acts 2:38 "...repent and be baptzed...” 

Now, there is much to be said about Acts 2:38 and about the 
meaning of baptism. No need to neglect those ideas. But, the other 
day as the light of Matthew 16 fell on Acts 2, I noticed how Peter's ser- 
mon on Pentecost reflects his confession at Caesarea Philippi. To Je- 
sus, Peter replied, "You are the Christ." To the Pentecost listeners 
Peter testified: "Therefore, let all Israel be assured of this: God has 
made this Jesus, whom you crucified, both Lord and Chnst" (Acts 
2:36). In the lines of the sermon winch lead up to that testmony Peter 
had declared the bfe, death, burial and resurrection of Jesus of Naza- 
reth (see Acts 2:22-35). 

That Pentecost was the birthday of the church. But it ts vital 
that we notice that Peter's serinon contains no description of the church 
— no list of churchly identification marks. The church began when 
people responded to the lordship of Jesus the Chnist. 


What Is my point in these renarie? It is amply this: as the 
church began in the light of the lordship of the Christ so it must contin- 
ue. Our task is not to work up lists of absolute identification marks for 
what we are pleased to call ‘the tue church.’ Our task is to follow the 
footsteps of the first century preachers of the gospel by dectaring the 
life, death, bunal, resurrection, and exaltafion of Jesus of Nazareth —he 
who is both Lord and Christ. It is the question of his identity which 
must be the determing factor in all our teaching and preaching. 


P. O. Box 361, Graton, Califorma 95444 
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THE POWER OF PRAYER 


At one of our Refreshmg Waters Renewal in Joplin, Missaun, Rod- 
erick Hoffman, a South Afnncan of the Zuhi tnbe, Uhustrated the power of faith 
and prayer. He said that a group was trekiang through the woods on their way 
to the Sunday church service when a four-year boy was bitten by a black 
mamba, the most deadly snake in all Afnca, and the world Bro. Hoffman 
said that this particular snake doesn't wait for you to atfack it, it seeks you out 
when you divade its tarrtory. A bite is fatal in about four cmmufss. 

Without the possibility of medical assistance the group did the anly 
thing it could do under the araumsfance. They gathered and knelt around the 
boy and the preacher prayed, "Father, we are asking you m the name of Jesus 
to let this boy live for your glory.” They arose and proceeded on to the claurch 
service. The boy suffered no ill cffects other than the pam of the bite tself. 

Relating the event to skeptical officials, the preacher was asked, "Can 
you venfy this with a withess?" The preacher replied, "Yes, all the host of 
heaven.” ec ales ROUCESEI Ue FCF OES 


ONE CUP AND NON-SUNDA Y SCHOOL 
HISTORY 


By Dallas Burdette Part 3 (Final) 


Which Church of Christ was the first to advocate the use of more 
than one container? Ronny Wade wrote: “Brother CE. Holt of Flor- 
ence, Alabama may have been the first non-instrumemal preacher to 
come out in favor of individual cups." C. E. Holt wrote: 


I do not claim that this is the only soipnal way of taking the 
Lord's suppa, but it is as scriptural as any other way, and besides it 
has the advantage of being clean. We are aware that some breth- 
ren ridicule the idea that microbes can be transmuted fiom one 
ancttkr by the common cup, yet the weight of authority is against 
them. * 


, Wade, The Sun Will Shine Again, Someday, 65. 
‘ C. E. Holt, Gospel Advocate (11 July 1911); quoted in Wade, The 
Sun Will Shine Again, Someday, 65. 
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Brother Harper reviewed the arguments made by brother Holt 
in the March 5, 1912 issue of the Finn Foundation. This paper also 
published a written discussion between L.J. Killion and H.C. Hasper 
over the innovation of wndrvidual cups. Later brother G. C. Brewer 
(1884-1956) introduced the individual communion cups into Central 
Claach of Chnst at Chattanooga, Tennessee. About this same time G. 
Dallas Smith (1870-1920) began to speak out for their use. This news 
caused Brewer to contact both Holt and Smith, thus the three began to 
openly advocate the use of individual cups. Brewer knew the influence 
that Lipscomb exerted in the South, and he took a trip to Nashuille to 
convince him of the Scripturalness of multiple containers. But much to 
his chagnin, he could not. But suddenly a ray of hope came through. 
Lipscomb admitted to him that he was about to change his mind.’ 

Two months after the founding of The Apostolic Way (1913), 
Dr. G.A. Trott denounced the cups fashion. Men such as Trott, Harp- 
er, McGarvey, and Lipscomb were vocal again individual cups. 
"Harper more than any other individual deserves the credit for leading 
the fight against a plurality of cups in the communion."® Trott charged 
that when "the digressives had the tuth they were as ‘brash and 
impetuous about debating as a mule's hind leg,’ but when you tried to 
get them to defend the Sunday-school and individual cups they had 
about as much pep as a chicken dying with the limberneck.'""”” 

Clatk openty defended the use of more than one. Neverthe- 
less, he wrote a paper opposing cups on the basis that they pampered 
human pride, which he belteved was sinful. According to Wade, he did 
not make the issue a test of fellowship. But on the other hand Clark- 
said, "I cannot accept the contention that one cup only is scriptural 
In November, Harper challenged Clark to a debate. Duckworth, pub- 
lisher of Apostolic Way, wrote an apology for allowing these two edi- 
tors to get mto a brawl over this issue: I owe the readers of The 


: Ibid., 66. 

: Ibid., 68 

, G.A. Trott, Apostolic Way (1 July 1925); quoted in Wade, The 
Sun Will Rise Again, Someday, 70. 

: N.L. Clark, Apostolic Way (15 December 1925); quoted in Wade, 


The Sun Will Shine Again, Someday, 71. 
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Apostolic Way an apology as I have allowed two of the editors to ap- 
pear in its columns m open conflict. Hereafter I shall ask the editors 
when writing on any question to write without any reference to their 
disagyeement with any one of the other editors. 

I think Brother Claris idea, in regard to two of the editors discuss 

ing a question, correct. “Yet I am known, by the readers of The 

Way, to be strungty oppasad to the individual cup, practice, my 

sympathies have been and are with the ane cyp idea I say this 

withont amy intention of trying to be more than fair, yet [ at all 

fhmes, endeavor to keep an open mind repgrchng every debafable 

quesiion and have such a mind regarchng the use of one or more 

cups, though I think I am thoroughly established against the indi- 

vidual cups.’ 

By the year 1926, Duckworth leaned toward the use of indi- 
vidual cups. As a result of this progressive disposition, H.C. Harper, 
one of the editors, withdrew and began another paper called The Truth 
(1928-1931). Dr. Trott (1855-1930), original founder, also resigned in 
1926, but he contimued as front page writer until his death.’° In the first 
issue of The Truth, Harper wrote: 

As Brother Trott will be comnectad with us prominently as a writer 
according to his prouuse it 1s befithing that he be beard from at this 
tine. He says: 

I stand where I have always stood, for strict adherence to the pie- 
Cepts and examples of the New Testament and shall advacate that 
principle unl I che. I love you for your work's sake and your love 
for the gospel.” 

As a result of Trott’s fight again cups, this brought him into 
conflict with Cowan (1879-7), Johnson, Clark and others. Trott of- 
fered to debate J. N. Cowan, but the debate never took place. Trott 
also tangles with Warlick over the Sunday-school question. Later, 
Harper took Trott to task over the following proposition: "A Church 
of Chnist m tts use of cups in the Communion Is ‘contending 
for faith once delivered to the saints in both dovtrine and practice." 


: F. F. Duckworth, 4postolic Way (1 April 1928); quoted in Wade, 
71-72. 

. Tbid., 77. 

= H.C. Harper, The Truth (June, 1928); quoted in Wade, 77. 

z Ibid., 83. 
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With Harper it was not an either/or proposition. In order for one to 
“contend for the faith," one MUST use one cup. He offered to debate 
Trott, but the debate never occurred. 


As mentioned above, Clarence Teyman became editor in 
1916. He went to LaGrange, Ga., at the invitation of the Brownings 
and my grandfather, Elbert D. Miller, to preach (My grandfather at this 
time was meeting with the Baptist, though a member of the Church of 
Christ. At this particular time there was no Church of Christ in La- 
Grange.). As a result of the Brownings and Millers, a congregation 
was established that became known as the Park Ave. Church of Chnist. 
During this wisit, he baptzed (1922) my Uncle, EH. Miller 
(1809-1989), and grandmother, Fannie Miller. Brother Teunnan was 
killed the following year while publishing the Apostolic Way (1923).” 
Later this congregation divided over the cups question and another 
congregation was forined — Murphy Ave. Church of Chnst. Both 
congregations still exist.” 


Brother E. H. Miller took up the fight for the use of one cup 
and non-Sunday-school philosophy. He debated these issues from one 
end of the country to the other end. Many congregations were estab- 
lished as a result of his efforts. As a result of my uncle's influence, | 
was baptized. Following my baptism, a congregation was formed with 
the assistance of my mother, step-father, and my uncle E.H. Maller. 
Thus, a one-cup and non-Sunday-schoo! congregation (Vonora Ave. 
Church of Christ) was founded (1952) in Montgomery, Al.'° 

P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


For additional informnation, see footnote 28. 

J. A. Dennis later accepted individual cups but not Sunday-school. 
As a young boy. 1 remember hearing Dennis preach in a tent revival in 
Montgomery, Al. Today there is still a cups but non-Sunday-school group 
in Montgomery. 

- This congregation was started in my mother's home. The original 
members of this congregation were Dallas Burdette. "Teddy" Haygood (my 
step-father) and mother, Thelma Haygood. As of this date (12-23-1995), 
my mother still meets with this group of believers. 
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EARS TO HEAR AND EYES TO SEE 
READINESS 


By Neal Griffin 


Jesus indicated that some did not have cyes to see nor ears to hear. 
They did not have atttudes of readiness. Thev were not concerned with what 
God wanted. They were so weighted down with the baggage of tradrton and 
worldly wisdom that their ears were waxed shut. Jesus is saying there that 
there 1s something other than bnlhance and worldly wisdom that is required m 
order to understand what God wants. It is what God wants that matters. And 
herein lies the source of all the confusion and strife among brethren. We 
are prone to rely on our intellectua) prowess to uncover the secrets of the king- 
dom, which secrets have been kept since the beouming of this world We 
would prefer to rely on man's hermeneutic. It is more convement. ft allows us 
to prove that OUR conclusions are truth. It confirms that we are smast think- 
ers, all the while failing to acknowledge that God has a hermeneutc. Yes! 
God has a very simple hermeneutic. 


Please refer to Romams 12:1-2, and see how beaunfully God has re- 
vealed His very own hermeneutic. The Holy Spirit records here that we are to 
be “changed inside by lethng our minds be made new again THEN you can 
detenmine what is good, pleasing, and perfect - WHAT GOD WANTS" 
(S.E.V.). This 1s too simple to be misunderstood. Our knowing what God 
wants is predicated upon a new birth — a cenewal of the mind And m the very 
next verse He makes a frontal attack on those who do not have it: ‘Through 
God's gracious love which has been given to me, I am telling each one of you, 
don't think you are better than you really are. Instead be raodest in the way 
you THINK. God distnbuted a measure of faith to each person.” These 
verses, in clear language, tell us what our aftttudes should be and how we 
Should think m order to know what God wants. If we wish to know what God 
wants we will not think too highly of ousselves, and we will allow ourselves to 
be changed inside, THEN then we can know what God wants. 

Now please follow this same thought in Ephesians 3:16f. "I pray that 
God will use His Spirit to give you power from the riches of His glory to make 
the person mside of you strong. THEN through believing in Chnst, He will 
live in your hearts. You will have your roots and foundation in love. THEN 


al 


you and the boty people will be able to COMPLETELY UNDERSTAND the 
mearuug of Chmst’s love — how wide it is, how long it is, how high tt is, and 
how deep tt is. It goes beyad knowmg, BUT YOU WILL KNOW IT. 
THEN you will be filled with the totality of God. Glory to God. He is able to 
do so muich more than we can even think of or ask for. God uses the power 
that is wordang is us." This is God's hermeneunc. Do we have the readmess of 
heart to receive it, or is it too sample for us thinkers? 

It appears to me that if we will appeal to God, with a tnie desire to 
know what He wants, He will provide us with the undersamding m every mat- 
ter that troubles us. Please think on these things. | belicve them to be tue to 
the Word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


WHEN YOU OUTGROW 
YOUR CHURCH 





By Cecil Hook 


A chicken cannot mafure in its shell of incubation. It utilizes all 
that the egg has to offer, but if it is to grow, it must break out of its 
shell Its original confinement allows for no eating and exerase for full 
development. Unless it breaks out it wil die. 

To compare our assoaation in a congregation to a limyting and 
confnng egg shell may seem wnappropnate. At least, no congregation 
should be like that. But the confining traditional boundaries drawn by 
the greater mimber of Churches of Chnst definitely constrict sputtual 
learmng, exercise, and acceptance of othas in Chnst. 

An unwritten creed definmg doctrine and practice is formed by 
the sincerest of men as an umsble shield around the dismple intended 
to guarantee nghtness and to protect fiom musdirecton. They presume 
that fill growth is mytured within their prescribed limits. But the disci- 
ple carmot learn, exercise, and grow to the fisllest without breaking the 
infleabie shell of unwritten laws. While great emphasis is placed on 
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Study of the Bible, tfa student leams some new idea or different prac- 
tice these emust be kept very privately. When taught or practiced pub- 
licly, varying degrees of rejection are met usually. The disciple may 
absorb all that the iimming shell offers and still not outgrow judgmental 
attitudes or reach full potennal. 

Many in our congregations of the vatious groups of the 
Churches of Chnst have outgrown their churches. They would like to 
remain in them to promote non-judgmental acceptance, but they suffer 
rejection. So they pip their shells for air and push themsetves out into a 
free world liberated from their sectanan incubation. They have learned 
to read the Word without being defensive and to accept other disciples 
without being judgmental. When rejected or expelled for their new 
concepts, some have been blessed to fmd a more open Church of 
Chnst nearby with which to begin meeting. So they leave in peace 
without bittemmess or arrogance toward those who sought to restrict 
them. 

What is a person to do when he or she outgrows his or her 
church? No epistle is written outlimng a procedure to follow. As in 
deciding any issue of life, all principles of holy conduct must be ob- 
served. Since each person's srtuaton is different, each person must 
seek the direction of the Spirit in deciding which course to follow. 
None of us is qualified to judge the case of the other. 

Since my writings have been in circulation, I have heard from 
thousands of you by visit, mail, and telephone. From you and from 
general observation I have noted some things which I wish to pass 
along. These considerations may help you in deciding the course you 
are pondering. 

When You Have Outgrown Your Church: Options 

|. Some give up their faith in dislhisonment. That is not rec- 
ommended for it solves nothing. Do not let the limited vision or op- 
position of others hinder you from traveling onward. 

2. Some drop out of organized religion. These are still farthful 
in heart but have gained relief from the restricting systems we have de- 
veloped. True religion is personal and can hardly be organized, but 
neither should it be divorced from supportive associations. Realinng 
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this need, these disciples may meet in smal] groups. They avoid super- 
organization, but they are themselves organized, for "Do two walk to- 
gether, unless they have made an appointment?" (Amos 3:3). The very 
arrangement of time and place for meefing is orgamzation, but the few- 
ef people involved, the less structure is necessary. As liberating as this 
concept may be, it actually discourages growth in numbers. I have 
heard of more such groups disbanding than growing into multple 
groups. 

3. Being hamed, perplexed, disillusioned, and tired of wran- 
gling, some take a sabbatical from assoaatoons in order to have quieter 
times to discern the leading of the Spirit. This time of fasting 1n the wil- 
derness should not become a way of life. Whatever terms are used to 
identify God's people, like congregation, assembly, body, or family, 
they all indicate an assoaation of disciples. We are a part of each oth- 
er, we all need others, and others need us. 

4. Where a number feel the oppression of a local sftuafon, 
they sometimes start a new, liberated group. No one can deny them 
that privilege if they depart 1n peace and without rejecting those they 
leave. If they leave in ill-will, it has become dsvisive. Some thriving 
congregations were started by those who had the courage to break out 
of an egg-shel! situation in order to free the spirit. Leadership and 
planning are vital for such ventures lest freedom becomes the only goal 
and those liberated become as alien spuntual refugees. 


5. The "house church" has been the quiet and refreshing an- 
swer for many. This can be a close-knit spiritual] family that is support- 
ive, accepting, and open to new ideas. It seems so good just to meet 
with "our kind of people" without having to tolerate the disagreeable 
people left behind. But you can see readily that such can be a bit snob- 
bish and it calls for little patience and humility in beanng and forbeanng 
in love. It is easy for freedom to become the goal of such a group; so 
they may tum inward and lose any evangelistic thrust, as many have 
done. They remain small and soon find that the thnll of meeting with 
the same dozen persons constamly begans to fade. One or two who 
seek dominance in such a small group are more problem than in a 
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larger group. Ciluldren may miss a peer group. So we are not sur- 
prised that "house churches” sometimes disperse. 

6. Humdreds, or perhaps thousands, have left Churches of Christ and 

jommed other fess repressive denomimanons. There they are received without 
question to enjoy Chnst-cantered services and uplifting fellowship free from 
the rancor and bittemess they have left behind Transition into such churches 
is cefreshing and easy for same. 
Others may find a sort of culfure shock As they become familar with the 
whole new relationship, they may find that they taded fammliar problems for 
unfamubar ones. All groups have problems. Where there are people, there are 
problems! True, same do not have as many as others. In any group you are 
likely to disagree with sorne theology and practices. [f these are vital differ- 
ences, the consoence may be violated. 

The person who goes into another church because of the ex- 

citing emotional highs in its assemblies must be reminded that emotion- 
al highs do not last for twenty or forty years. The life of trust and 
patience is steady and enduring. 
In going into another denomination, one must be prepared for rejection 
of friends left behind and for strain on family ties. When one leaves any 
group, he or she can no longer have influence in reforming that group. 
If you feel that you are not called to reform the Church of Chnist but 
that your service can be more effective in another group, we do not 
judge you. Even with nuich rection, I decided to remain with my 
heritage and work for reform, but I do not try to bind my decision on 
you. 

7. What about just starting over, as it were, by forming a non- 
sectarian, non-denonmunahonal group not called a Church of Christ? 
Sounds gyeat, doesn't it? Formerty I wartted to do that. But isn't there 
already one or more non-denominational groups in your city? Why 
dont you join one of them? "Well, we investigated them and found 
that they teach and practice some things we disagree with.” Then just 
how non-sectanan are you? You stil reject others in Chnst and want 
to form your own shell, somewhat expanded though itt may be! 

If you start a group that does aot wear the Church of Cinst aame, be 
ptepared for loss of identity. When you move to another city, you will have to 
start over again. If you ty % "place membership" with another Church of 
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Christ, a confession of error may be dernanded of vou! Se prepared for rejec- 
ton by disciples vou left. Our mentabty. makes it hard to love someone who 
leaves our doctnnal positions. Expect some grief among vour km. No Simple 
Solutions 

Perhaps | have played the devil's advocate in all these opfons except 
the first one. Mv purpose is to point out possibilites and expectations. There 
are no simple solutions. Although some may be much mote desirable than 
others, no group has eventhing in its favor. All have problems. All have iden- 
nfing beliefs and pracbces which make them dishnctve, even exclusive, fiom 
all others. All think thev have the inside track which justifies their Castence as 
a separate body. Some ate not as narrow, authorftanan, rejecting, and arto- 
gant as others. No doubt, there is much vanaton from congresaban to con- 
gregakon in any denominapon. In any course mentioned above except for the 
abandommnsy of farth. I do not judge you. You alone can discem the will of 
God for you in your particular stuanon. As much as I might wish to be at 
umes, I am not your judge! You are free in Christ! You are my beothers in er- 
ror even as I am vours! 


A Support Group 

If your situation is grownng less tolerable, yet you wish to stay 
with your hentage in the Church of Chnst, here 1s a suggestion for 
help. A support group filled a great need for some of us. Ours met 
only monthly. It was pnmanly a study group, but yours could be ex- 
panded to meet other needs that you may have. Our bridge club of 
about twenty persons agreed to change our sessions into open-minded 
study or new concepts. Many of the chapters of Free In Christ were 
developed in those meetings. 


There were several rules laid down and followed closely. Thev 
worked so effecavely, I am passing them along to vou. 


L. There will be no tallang about peaple. None! 

2. There will be no talang about the local church. No church 
bashung. 

3. No topic of study will be made into a personal issue. Each may 
express ideas, however unorthodox they may seem. Subjects mav be left 
open-ended. 
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4. Outside the class no one will speak disparagingjy of what another 
said m the class. 

5. Knowing the tendency of others to look upon private study groups 
as clandestine, we will all be discreet about menhanmg the class to anyone out- 
side It. 

These sessions confimed for more than two yeass cdunng a thing 
time within the cungregation. They gave us the will and strength to tolerate a 
lot m the assemblies. At the same time we had exciting non-defensive studies 
which expanded our understanding more than we had ever dreamed 

You may be able to collect a few people for such a support group to 
aid in growing toward mahunty. Your agenda may include prayer and praise. 
With refreshing help dummg the week, you may find more pabence and power 
to deal with congregzhona] sttadhons and to help work for reformabon. At 
least, such fellowshrp may save yOur sanity. Why Remain? 

Why would I be cancemed to work for reform? Does the Church of 
Chnst deserve perpetuahan more than any other denammzton? The Stone- 
Campbell Movement offered much to the rehgious scene in America. Its mes- 
sace brought a fresh approach to unity and met wide acreptance. Its simple 
plea to be Chnshans only without denormnahonal stahis made sense. It was 
understandable that we are free to differ but not to divide. 

Then the aims were muddled by legalism, patiermsm, and restora- 
tiamsm By the time you and I reached the scene the motto would sound more 
like we are free to divide but not to differ. Unity m diversity has lost out to per- 
cetved unity by conformity in our time. Our unity movement has become a di- 
Visive movement. 

But the Spirit is workang great changes among us. Even many of the 
older generatian are txapfunng the vision of our pianerrs. A nsing new gen 
eration is throwing off the shackles of legalism Our yamger people are eager 
for our pulpits to proclam freadam mn Chnst The System is cesistng but it 
camnct defend its walls forever. We are in the dawn of excitmg change. So let 
us work to hasten its day. 

This is a stressful time for the Churches of Chnist aot unlike the pam- 
ful uncertainty a teemager expenences. With the help of dedicated, ottelhgent 
people, our group will became a matire unity movement agam. I hope that 
God will work through you to facilitate it. I will not live to see the new day but 
Iam pleased to detect the early dawn of it. 

When you outgrow your church, it oeeds your pafiert help! 

10915 S.W. Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 97223 
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ROMANS - from page 44 
has been passed to all mankind. It is the "fleshfy” relatonship with 
God. On this same subject Crawford wrote: 
Note again that Adam ts said to have begotten a son in his own 
likeness. after his image. not strictly the Drvine image in which he 
had been created bul the image of God now modified and cor- 
cupted by sin-though not totally depraved—transmissible by ordi- 
nary generation, ‘° 

Note that Crawford believes the conupted image of God in 
man is Tansmitted by ordinary gerwration, which is another way of 
saying that we inherit the corrupted image of Adam. Campbell argues 
for the same thing: 

We all therm a frail constinition physically, intellectually, but es- 
penalty morally frail and imbecile. We have all inhented our fa- 
ther’s constitution and fortune.” 
On the same subject, Campbell continues: 

There ts, therefore. a sin of our nahure as well as personal tans- 
gression. Some inappaitely call the sin of our aafure our "original 
sin”, as if the sin of Adam was the personal offense of all his chil- 
dren. True, indeed. it is; our nature was conupted by the fall of 
Adam before it was transmitted to us."* 

And it is because of this Adamic nature that our relationship 
with God is what Paul categonzed as "“nrighteousness." But now 
because of the action of the Head of Life, the situation has now 
changed to that of "righteousness" 

Then as one man's tespass led to condemnation for all men. so 
one man’s act of righteousness leads to acquittal and life for all 
mn. For as by one man's disobedience mast were made sinners, 
so by one man's obedience marty will be made righteous (5:18.19) 

Both guilt and righteousness are imputed "standings” before 
God. We may not be guilty, personally, just as "personally" we may 
not be truly nghteous (in and of ourselves). But whatever is character- 
istic of the two heads of the two kingdoms is that which is type and 


antetype. 


. C. C. Crawford, Genesis (College Press, Joplin. Mo) Vol. 2. P. 
453. 

ae Op. Cit. 

"i Op. Cit. 
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Commenting on 1 Corinthians 15:22 — "as in Adam all die," 
Vine says: 
By “death in this verse is meant the death of the body; and by the 
reanTection is meant the restoration of the body to life. We die "by 
means of" Adarn, and we "live by means of" Christ because we are 
in Christ Adam is therefore the judicial gyoumd for o 
condemnation... '? 
Adam Clark gives an excellent summary of the whole matter 
in his commentary (Vol. 1) on Ezekel 18: 


Though every man comes irtto the world with a fallen oghre ~ a 
soul infected with sin, yet n0 man is damned on that account. He 
who refuses that grace which pardons sin and heals infected na- 
fie, who permits evil principle to break out into transgression, and 
contimies and dies in his imquity and sin, and will not come unto 
Christ that he may have life, he and he onty goes to perdition. 


In our effort to avoid the stigma of "denomunational error" we 
often retreat into an opposite error. "Sin", "guilt," and "inhentance" are 
words that scare us into the error of misapplying God's attribute of jus- 
tice. If we would keep in mind that God cannot inflict the penalty of 
death where there is no guilt, this would settle the matter once and for 
all. - (to be coninued) 

2710 Day Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 
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The 1994/1995 (combined) bound volumes of the Ensign 1s 
now ready and still sels for the ridiculously low price of $5.00, and we 
pay the postage. Some have asked why we sell at such a low price. 
The reason isthat we do not want money to be a deterent to the pur- 
chase. We want people to read the material without feeling the strain 
of the price. If you want to pay more for the Volumes you are free to 
do so. Yes! We have other bound volumes available plus other en- 
lightening booklets. Write and ask for a listing. - Editor 


sf W. E Vine Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words 
(Revel. ) 
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ROMANS 5:12, BETWEEN ADAM AND MOSES 
By RL. Kilpatrick 


Sin existed between Adam and Moses, but sin in not charged 
to mdividual during this dispensafton because there was no law nor the 
knowledge of sin. It is the "knowledge" of sin that creates guilt and 
makes sin personally chargeable which is brought about by law. Con- 
sider these remarks by Paul: 

... if it had not been for the law, I should not have 

known sin. I should not have known what it is to covet 
if the law had not said, "you shall not covet” (Rom. 
a) 


_ Apart from the law sin lies dead I was once alive 
apart from the law, but when the commandment came, 
sin revived and I died (7:9). 


For no hagnan being will be justified in his sight by 
works of the law since through the law comes knowl- 
edge of sin (3:20). 


In chapter 7 Paul was not tallang about himself individually but 
of man is the course of history. Abraham was one who was "alive 
apart from the law", but when the law came in at Mount Sinai, the Jew 
could say, "sin revived and I died.” Apart from the law, sin "lay as 
dead" because without knowledge of sin it had not the power to affect 


guilt. 


Therefore, as sin came into the world through one 
man and death through sin, and so death spread to 
all men because all men sinned (Rom. 5:12). 


This is a verse of sczipture that has been variously understood 
and/or misunderstood, and to a degree it may be justified. Paul's struc- 
ture of thought here is somewhat lacking because he started a 
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comparison and never finished it. Note the second word "as", this 
means that a companson is being made, and we understand this to be 
between Adam and Christ. But Paul leaves the comparison one-sided 
and goes on to another thought before returning to take up the same 
thought again in verse 18. Here Paul presents both sides of the com- 
panson. "Then as one one man's trespass led to condemnation for all 
men, so one man's act of righteousness leads to acquittal and life for all 
men." 

Throughout this passage in Romans (vss 12 tluu 21) Paul is 
showing us that Adam and Christ stand in parallel positions in their re- 
spective langdoms; that each of thern are representatives of their bodies 
-- Adam the head of the body of humanity and Chmst the head of the 
spintual body, and that which is charactenstic of the head is character- 
istic of the whole body. Sin entered the world through one man and 
death spread, and on the other side righteousness entered the world 
through one man and life spread. That which is charactenstic in one 
body has its parallel in the other, yet in the exact opposite sense, Le., 
Adam's one act of disobedience brought death, and Christ's one act of 
obedience brought life -- parallel but opposite. 


The part of verse 12, and that part which is most often misun- 
derstood is after Paul said that death passed to all men “because all 
men sinned." This first appears to mean that the death of man kind is 
"because all men sinned.: This cannot possibly be the correct under- 
standing of this passage. First, it doesn't account for the death of the 
innocent who have not commutted sin. Second, the next verse negates 
this understanding — Stv indead was in the world before the law was 
piven, but sin is not counted where Utere is no law (vs. 13). This 
means that sins committed between Adam and Moses were not held 
against the Antedulevians and Patnarchs and did not constitute the 
cause of their death. The cause, as we pointed out in the last issue, is 
that the guilt of Adam was passed to all men and served as the judicial 
ground for the death of all mankand. St. Augustine said that his pas- 
sage means that death passed to all men "decause ali men smmed in 
Adam." If anyone has difficulty understanding how that all men can 
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sin in Adam, let him understand how that Levi paid tithes in Abraham 
(Heb. 7:9). He did it because the body of Abraham included all of his 
descendants and what the head did became the doing of all the body, 
and what one member does 1s the doing al the whole body. Paul, in 
this passage, is stressing the solidarity of the body with the head. This 
same solidarity is shown in the example of Achan who kept some of 
the spoils of Jerico for himself, contrary to the commandment of God. 
That Achan's ungodly act spoke for the whole body of Isarael is shown 
in the next battle against Ai. Israel should have taken the city with only 
a minimum of casualties, but instead they were soundly defeated and 
many were killed. Now the question is WHY? Why didn't God fight 
for them as he did against Jerico? To shorten the story, the reason is 
because one member of Israel's army sinned and his sin was imputed 
to the whole army, and the whole nation suffered because of tt. 

In the same way, the sin of Adam was a sin against all human- 
ity. To assume that all men die physically because of their own per- 
sonal sins sets up a parallel in the body of Chnst that will not hold true. 

First, the notion that all men die "because all men sinned" leads 
to the conclusion that one is bom into the world just as innocent and 
perfect as was Adam, and that at some in his life (when he reaches the 
age of accountability) Satan will approach him and tempt him to sin, 
just as he did with Eve (one of our non-institutional brethren has gone 
on record as having so declared) and that death 1s the consequence of it 
just as it was with Adam. (Satan is surely a busy person! - but this is 
only an attempt to avoid the obvious.) This has to mean that the only 
thing that passed between Adam and his offspring is a bad example. 
There is a most important reason why this concept cannot be true. 

The fallacy is easily seen when we look to the parallel in the 
body of Chnst. Keep in mind that what is true in the body of Adam 
has its opposite parallel truth in the body of Chnst. Therefore, if man is 
bom into the body of Adam in an perfect state then those bom into the 
body of Chnst are in an imperfect state, the opposite truth. Ifin Adam 
one later sins and incurs the death penalty because of his own "perso- 
nal" doing, then in Chnst one moves from a state of imperfection to a 
state of perfection by his own doing. In other words, he "becomes 
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righteous” through his own efforts. This is an esserttal conclusion if it 
be true that nothing passed from Adam to his offspring, for it would 
mean that nothing passes fiom Christ to his spwitual offspnng. This 
fact would destroy the idea that the nghteousness of Chnst is imputed 
to all his members. This concept of sin and death is faulty from the 
outset because no one is bom into Chnst imperfect. The guilt of 
Adam's sin is imputed to all of his physical offspnng just as surely as the 
righteousness of Chnst is imputed to his offpnng. 

It is senseless to deny that all men inherit the guilt of Adam's 
sin,as if st makes a difference in the final tally. Some who deny that we 
inhent Adam's guilt will not hesitate to accept the truth that we inherit 
his penalty of death. To accept the consequence of Adam's disobedi- 
ence 1s to accept what brought it about, for how can we justly inhertt 
the effect without the cause?? Both sin and death are consequences of 
Adam's sin, and to accept one 1s to accept the other. To accept death 
and reject guilt is to rob God of his legal ground for imposing the death 
sentence. In justification, man is declared "not guilty,:” which doesn't 
mean that he is not guilty in fact. It means that he is now removed 
from that stafus. Since personal sins are not charged where there is no 
law, then the guilt from which man is removed can be none other than 
the guilt of Adam 


Paul's main thought in saying that "sins are not counted where 
there is no law” was to show that man's physical death was not brought 
about because of personal sins, but because of the sin of Adam. It 
would be amiss to say that "souls" are in no way accountable for sin 
Paul has already stressed that the whole world will be held accountable 
(3:19). The Gentles who lived between Adam and Christ will be 
judged by the law of conscience, mstilled in man at the beginning— 
which will be discussed in a later issue. 

But what does al] this have to do with anything? A proper 
understanding would settle the question of the so-called "Original Sin" 
The Cause of death, conscience. imputed sin/nghteousness, and God's 
mercy and grace in the scheme ofredemptton. - Contmued 

2710 Day Road, Huntsville, AL 35801 
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
OF THE EUCHARIST 


By Dallas Burdette Part 1 of 3 


While they were eating, Jesus took bread, gave thanks and broke 
it, and gave it to his disciples, Saying. "Talee and eat; this is my bo- 
dy." Then he took the cup, gave thanks and offered it to them, 
saying, Drink from tt, ail of you. This is my blood of the cove- 
aant, which is poured out for marry for the forgrveness of sins, I tell 
you, I will not dnok of this fruit of the vine fiom now on wit] that 
day when I dnok it anew with you in ony Fathers kingdom" 
When they had sung a hymm, they went out to the Mout of 
Olives. (Matt 26:26-29). 


INTRODUCTION 


There are many congregahions’ that advocate the use of one 
contamer tn the distnbution of the fruit of the vine. This group of be- 
ltevers will not fellowship other believers who do not conform to their 
particular brand of orthodoxy. Their belief about “one cup” in the 
communion ts based on a misunderstanding of the Eucharistic saymgs 
in the Gospels and Pauline epistle to the Connthians. The-confusion in 
part comes about over the expression "the cup" as employed by Mat- 
thew, Mark, Luke, and Paul. In their minds, this wording seems to im- 
ply "one container," not contents. Thus, it 1s maintained by these 
believers that Jesus used "one container” in the wnsttuton of His 


SUpper. 


In order to understand the communion sayings, one must con- 
sider the historical setting of the Lord's supper. The Lord insttuted 
His meal during the Passover meal. One ought to keep in mind that 


’ For a brief history of this movement, see Dalias Burdette, “One 
Cup and Non-Sunday School History," Ensign, XXIV, no 1, January 1996; 
no 2, February 1996; no. 3, March 1996. 
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when the disciples gathered to celebrate this meal, one sees a group of 
hungry men. When Jesus and His disciples met to commemorate Is- 
rael's exodus from Egypt, they did not all drink from a common cup 
during this meal anymore than Chnistians do today when they gather 
for a dinner in someone's home. Dumnng the Passover, everyone had 
his own cup to drink from, just as people do today. Hopefully, this 
study concerning the historical background of the Passover will shed 
light upon the words “the cup." 

THE PASSOVER IN THE TIME OF CHRIST 

In order to understand the full import of what transpired on 
that eventful night with Jesus and His apostles, one must look at the 
Passover observance in the time of Chnst. To begin with, it is signif- 
cant that Jesus participated in actives that were innovations in the 
Passover as recorded in Exodus. Nevertheless, it goes almost without 
saying that even though there were alterations, these changes were not 
anti-Scniptural In other words, these innovations did not violate any 
principle of commemoration ordained by God; for example, consider 
the following additions to the onginal Passover: (1) the introduction of 
four cups of wine, and (2) reclining. Originaly, the eating of the Pas- 
sover was done in haste, but in the time of. Jesus, the custom was to re- 
cline or lean in token of one's freedom’ Thus, the Passover 
observance by Jesus includes details that were not practced in the 
original Passover described by the Torah."” 
The Custom of Rectining 

This custom of reclining is recorded by Matthew, Mark, and 
Luke. All three synoptc Gospels state that Jesus and the twelve re- 
clined in their observance of the Passover. For wmstance, Matthew 
writes; "And He said, ‘Go mto the city to a certain man, and say to 


: Harold A. Sevener, ed., Messianic Passover Hagpadak (NC: 
Chosen People Mimstnies, Inc, nd), 16 where Sevener says, "The youngest 
child continues to ask: ... 4. ‘On all other nights we eat either sitting 
vpn or reclining; 5, on this night do we ail recline?” 

For a detailed view of the Passover in the time of Christ, see 
Dallas Burdette, "The Eucharistic Setting in the Synoptics and Paul" (A 
Paper submitted to Dr. Floyd Parker in partial fulfiliment of course 
requirements in New Testament Theology, March 8, 1993). 
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him, ‘The Teacher says, "My time is at hand; I will keep the Passover 
at your house with My disciples.' So the disciples did as Jesus had di- 
rected them; and they prepared the Passover. When evening came, Je- 
sus was reclining at the table with the Twelve" (Mt. 26:18-20). Mark 
wnites: "So His disciples went out, and carne into the city, and found it 
just as He had said to them; and they prepared the Passover. In the 
evening He came with the twelve. Now as they sat (reclining) and 
ate,..." (14:16-17a). Luke records: "When the hour had come, He sat 
down (he reclined), and the twelve apostles with Him. Then He said 
to them, "With [fervent] desire I have desired to eat this Passover with 
you before I suffer," (22:14-15).4 
The Custom of Drinking Four Cups of Wine 

The custom of dnnking wine is mentioned by all of the 
Synoptic wmiters. For example, dunng this celebration, Jesus and His 
disciples filled their cups four different times.” Matthew and Mark 
record that Jesus took "the cup",° but they do not tell us which of the 
four cups He used, nor do they mention the other three cups. On the 
other hand, Luke and Paul identify tHe cup as the third cup in the 
Passover.’ They identify the cup that Jesus took to institute His supper 


The NIV translates Matt. 26:20: "When evening came, Jesus was 
reclining at the table with the Twelve"; the NASB translates Matt. 26:20: 
"Now when evening had come, He was reclining [at the table] with the 
twelve disciples." 

. Ceil and Moishe Rosen, Christ in the Passover: Why is this 
Night Different? (Chicago: Moody, 1978), 71 says, “Also at the seder 
table, beside each place setting, are small wine goblets -- small because 
they will be filled with the sweet, red Passover wine four times during the 
seder. The custom of drinking four cups of wine dates back to ancient 
Temple times. The Mishnah teaches that, according to two authorities, 
Rabbi Yohanon and Rabbi Benayah, these four cups correspond to the four 
verbs in Exodus 6:6-7, describing God's redemption: I will bring you out; I 
will deliver you; I will redeem you; I will take you to be my people." 

° The definite article (TO) is found in the Alexandrian or Egyptian 
type of text. Both the Nestle-Aland Greek New Testament in the 
twenty-sixth edition and the United Bible Societies’ fourth edition have the 
definite article TO ("the"). 


i See Luke 22:20: "Likewise He also [took] the cup after supper), 
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by revealing to us that this cup was the cup "after supper,” that 1s to 
say, after the eating of the paschal lamb. Also, Luke is the only one 
that mentions two of the four cups shared in the Passover.® On the 
other hand, Paul is the only one that gives the name of the cup 


employed.’ 

Each filling recerved a particular name to focus attention on 
their blessmgs and redempton fiom bondage. For example, the first 
filling was called "the Cup of Consecration"; the second filling was 
called “the Cup of Proclamation": the third filing was called by two 
names, namely, [1] "the Cup of Blessing" and [2] “the Cup of Re- 
danpton," which also represented the blood of the Paschal lamb;’° 


saying, "This cup [is} the new covenant in My blood, which is shed for 
you.” See also I Cor. 11:25: "In the same manner [He] also [took] the cup 
after supper, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in My blood. This do, 
as often as you drink [it], in remembrance of Me.“ “After supper" is the 
clue in determining the cup that Jesus instituted His supper with. The 
participants always filled their cups with wine following the eating of the 
Passover lamb; this filling constituted the third cup, which is called "the 
Cup of Blessing.” 

‘ See Luke 20:14-22. The cup in verse 17 is not the same cup 
mentioned in verse 20. 

i "The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of 

the blood of Chiist? The bread which we break, is it not the communion of 

the body of Christ?" (1Cor 10:16). 

a Ceil and Moshe Rosen, Christ in the Passover, 84 
says,"Immediately following that prayer, the host leads again in the 
blessing over the wine, and everyone dnnks the third cup, commemorating 
the verse in Exodus 6:6b: “J will redeem you with a stretched out arm.’ 
This third cup is the cup of redemption, also at times called the cep of 
blessing. It is the cup of redemption decause, say the ancient 
commentaries, it represents the blood of the Paschal lamb." _See also 
Sevener, Messianic Passover Haggadeh, 38 writes "This cup that 
represents the New Covenant is the Cup of Redemption. It is the cup after 
the supper which our Messiah used to symbolize His death. Because we 
know it is the Cup of Redemptiuon (the cup after supper), we know that it 
was the Afikomen that He used to symbolize His death and resurrection. 

The scriptures tell us that without the shedding of blood there can be no 
remission of sin (cf. Heb 9:22). The scriptures further state that the life of 
the flesh is in the blood (cf. Lev. 17:11)." 
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and the fourth filling was called "*#e Cup of Hafllel,'’ that is, the Cup 
of Praise. 
The Third Cup of the Passover Meal! 

The third cup was the most appropiate for Christ to institute 
His memorial to represent His blood of the new covenant. Since this 
third filling, to the Israelites, represented the blood of the Paschal 
lamb slain to protect the firstborn in Goshen, then, this third cup was 
the most suftable for Jesus to utilize to represent His blood shed or 
poured out for the redemption of the firstborn ones. Jesus tells the dis- 
ciples, "This is my blood of the new covenant.” Just as the third drink- 
ing was drunk to remind them of their redemption fiom Egyptian 
bondage, so, today, the third cup (the Cup of Redemption, or the Cup 
of Blessing) is drunk to remind Cbnstians of their redemption fiom sin 
through the pouring out of Jesus’ blood upon Calvary. 

This is the thought that Matthew conveys to those to whom 
he writes in his Gospel. He says, "He took the cupand gave thanks, 
and gave [1t} to them, saying, "Drink from tt, all of you you. For this 
is My blood of the new covenant, which is shed for many for the re- 
mission of sins’ "Is shed" is an attnibutive participle in Greek. Since this 
participle is nominative case, neuter gender, and singular mumber, it 
must agree with the noun it modifies in case, gender, and aumber. This 
participle modifies the noun blood which is nominative, neuter, and sin- 
gular. Also the word "blood" is predicate nominative, which means 
that it 1s identical to its subject "this". The antecedent of “this” 1s "it" 
and the antecedent of "it" is "cup". Also, the word "cup" is nomina- 
tive case, neuter gender, and singular qumber. Thus, according to 
Greek syritax, the cup is that which they were to dnnk and that wich is 
poured out for the forgiveness of sins,’ that it is identical to its subject, 
"this". The antecedent of "this" is "it", and the antecedent of "it" is 
"cup". Also the word "cup" is nominative case, neuter gender, and 


_ The Greek attributive participle is dealt with more fully under the 


caption, "This Cup is the New Covenant." It is significant that the 
attributive participle in Luke can ONLY modify "cup," not blood, which 
demonstrates that whether one speaks of blood (as Matthew) or cup (as 
Luke), the reference is to blood that is poured out. Luke states that "the 
cup" is poured out; Matthew speaks of ‘the biood” poured out.. 
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singular number. Thus, according to Greek syrtax, the cup that which 
they were to drink and that which is poured out for the forgiveness of 
sins? - Contimued 

P.O. Box 20274, Montgomery,. AL 36120 
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Why are we here? Everybody knows the answer to that ques- 
tion. Our purpose is to glonfy God. 
Guess again! 

Where is that passage that tells us that God created us to glori- 
fy himself? Maybe I have just been overlooking it. Now that we are 
here, surely we should glorify him That is granted, but is that why 
God put us here? We have gotten some ideas tumed around, and it 
makes a difference in our attitude and feeling toward God. 

If you were to learn that your father brought you into this 
world in order that he might rule over you, gain your respect and 
praise, lift his self-esteem, and make him Sook better in the sight of oth- 
ers, how would you feel about him? Add to that his threats when you 
filed to fulfill his purposes to his liking. You might not be too enthnu- 
siastic about catering to his selfish desires or shouting his praises. 

How different your father may be from that, though. Often he 
tells you how he wanted a child to love and to share his Iife. He made 


The Greek atwibutive participle is dealt with more fully under the 
caption, "This Cup is the New Covenant." It is sigsuficant that the 
attributive participle in Luke can only modify “cup,” not blood, which 
demonstrates that whether one speaks of bloof (as Matthew) or cup (as 
Luke). the reference is to blook that is poured out. Luke states that "the 
cup” is poured out; Matthew speaks of “the blood” poured out. 
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great plans for you and was so happy when you arrived safely into his 
aims. He has spared nothing, even deeply wounding tamself, in his un- 
selfish efforts to make you happy, for he delights in you happiness. He 
tells everyone he meets about his wonderful child. He continues to tell 
you how much you mean to hmm and of his love for you, which love 
you do not even have to try to eam or deserve. He loves you because 
you are his. 

How would you feel about such a father? In response to his 
unconditional love, you would try constantly to please and honor him 
unless you are a truly selfish and insensitive person. 

Our primary purpose on earth is to be loved and glorified by 
God! God said, "Let's make man in our own image." That is awe- 
some! Not a subject or servant. "Let's make them in our likeness and 
give them dominion over everything we have created!" Unable to 
comprehend God's provision for us, man cries out, "What is man, that 
you think of him; mere man, that you care for him? Yet you have 
made him infenor only to yourself you crowned him with glory and 
honor. You appointed him ruler over everytting you made; you 
placed him over all creation..." (Ps. 8 TEV). He made us to live in the 
Eden of his Presence. 

The word glorify is not some religious expression projecting 
images of divinity, halos, or sunbursts. To glorify is to hold in high 
opinion or esumate. Glory is honor resuling fom a good opinion. In 
creafing us in his image, God expressed his high estimate of us. He 
glorified us. 

Man's selfish lack of loving response brought the fall and sepa- 
Tation which grieved our Maker. From that point "all have sinned and 
fall short of the glory of God" (Rom. 3:23). But he held us in such 
high estate that he planned unmediately to send his Son to reconcile 
us to him. We were bought with a pnce__Son for son! God is not 
willing that amy should pensh but that all should retum to nm. Man 
could actively seek that glory agam, and, "to those who by patience in 
well-doing seek for glory and honor and immortaltty, he will give eter- 
nal life..." (Rom. 2:7). God clams us as children "provided we suffer 
with him in order that we may also be glorified with him" (Rom. 8:17). 
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Tn our earthly pilgjimage, "this slight momentary affliction is preparing 
for us an etemal weight of glory beyond all comparison..." (2 Cor. 
4:17). "And those whom he predestined he also called; and those 
whom he called he also justified; and those whom he justified he also 
glorified" (Rom. 8:30). What honor! What esteern! 

In his prayer Jesus spoke of shanng his glory, "The glory 
which thou hast given me I have given to them, that they may be one 
even as we are one..." (John 17:22). We are reconciled to God in 
Christ in one body, our bodies betng living places of the Spint of God. 
And Paut adds, "And we all, with unveiled face, beholding the glory of 
the Lord, are be:ng changed into his likeness from one degree of glory 
to another...” (2 Cor. 3:18). 

Our ultimate plorification is assured: "See what love the Father 
has given us, that we should be called children of God; and so we are. 
... Beloved, we are God's children now; it does not yet appear what we 
shall be, but we know that when he appears we shall be like him, for 
we Shall see him as he 1s" (1 John 3:1£). "When Chnst who is our life 
appears, then you also will appear with him in glory" (Col. 3:4). 

Paul tells of God's prior purpose and intenton of glonfying 
man: "But we impart a secret and hidden wisdom of God, which God 
decreed before the ages for our glonfication" (1 Cor. 2:7). 

True, in this brief look at the subject I have lifted texts fiom 
their settings and pieced them together. I am convinced, however, that 
if you pursue this study, you will be convinced of the validity of my 
premise. 


God created us so he would have us to love and glorify by 
shanng his likeness and companionship. Rather than creating us to be 
trembling slaves of whom praise 1s demanded, he gave to us his nature 
and accepts us as his sons and daughters. He invites us to come boldly 
tohisthrone. He invites us to reign with him. 


When we realize this, we will love tum, holdmg him in the highest 
Opinion and estmahon. Yes, we will praise and glorify him m word, life, and 
song. It will be a happy response to his glorification of us. That, bowever, 
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will not be a effort to fulfill a supposed purpose on earth to meet his demands 
for praise. 
The two motivations are radically different. 
"You were bought with a price.” That 1s the Gospel, the 
Good News of our glorification. “So glorify God in your body.” (1 
Cor. 6:20). That is our willing response of giving praise to God. 
10915 W. Mira Court, Togard, Oregon 97223 
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MIRACULOUS UNDERSTANDING 
By Neal Griffin 


The Old Covenant was evidenced by laws written in meticu- 
lous detail. But, these laws were merely introductory. They were only 
designed to introduce the Christ of God. They were inferior to Jesus. 
This blood that law provided (animal blood) was inadequate to remove 
sin. Jeremuah spoke of a better covenant and Hebrews confirms the su- 
pericrity of Jesus over law. Thisis why Jesus did not author, as Moses 
did, laws written with pen and ink in meticulous detail. His is a law of 
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the heart — a law of love. It is in this sense that we are free ffom law 
(Gal. 5:18). This is the meaning of the law being nailed to the cross. 
Weare free men — not slaves. We serve, not by motivation of law, but 
by motivation of the heart, prompted by the death of Jesus. We serve 
with a new spint, a born again attitude. We serve as grateful princes 
who have been elevated from slavery and, who are now joint heirs with 
the King's Son. We setve under a law that is written on our hearts. 
This is absolutely necessary to understand what God wants, and it 1s 
what God wants that should be of utmost importance . "The person 
who does what God wants lives forever” (1 John 2:17). 

Understanding what God wants is a miraculous phenomena. 
By this, I mean that it is not accomplished merely thru brain power in 
Bible study. Allow me to prove it! Please consider Romans 12:1-2. 
We CAN KNOW WHAT GOD WANTS. WHEN? When we allow 
our minds to be renewed. Our understanding of what God wants is 
predicated upon our minds being renewed. It 1s apparent that this "re- 
newed mind" is the new personality of Ephesians 4:23-24. It 1s the 
born again person of John 3:3. A conversion of the heart (a new birth) 
IS prerequisfte to understanding what God wants. Pkease consider 
Ephesians 3:17-19. Phraphrased, tt says that through commitment to 
Chnst, He will live in our hearts, THEN we will be able to COM- 
PLETELY UNDERSTAND the meaning of Christ's love. We will 
know it. THEN we will be filled with the totality of God. Yes, this is 
mraculous, and I realize that it goes against the grain of human logic. 
But, we believe in miracles, don't we? I believe that if we open our 
hearts to Jesus, we will be filled according to the pronnse of Matthew 
5:6. Who are those who hunger and thirst for nghteousness unless 
they be those who are bom again? Jesus said, "They shall be filled”. 
This speaks of the muraculous. Bible study onginating from converted 
hearts will produce Godly understanding. I believe in muracles. Lord 
hasten the day when our hearts will be converted so that we will under- 
stand the full meaning of Christ's love, and be one as You are one. 

Please consider these thoughts. I believe them to be true to 
the Word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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~ IMPUTED 
RIGHTEOUSNES 





By Dale McCreight 


Imputed or reckoned righteousness 1s a phrase which 1s com- 
monly used to indicate a state of salvation or justification. The bottom 
line of what many consider to be the pnmary benefit of justification ts 
the avoidance of spending etermty in hell. No doubt some will recoil at 
this statement, but I belteve investigation will bear out the fact that the 
fear of hell plays a major role in the formation of the conception of 
salvabon among many in organized Chnshanity. 

In many churches, God is represertted as one who has been of- 
fended by the improper conduct of his creation This offense is per- 
ceived as an affront to his "divine justice" which can be repaired only 
by his creation being sentenced to everlasting torment. 

The problem of a God who cannot dispense forgiveness with- 
out having hts attrbute of "divine justice" satisfied was solved by con- 
sidering the death of his Son to be of a propitiatory nature in the for:n 
of a substitute sacrifice. This is sometimes referred to as the doctnne 
of "Vicarious Atonement." This doctnne states that Jesus suffered a 
death which produced an agony that was equal to the combined agony 
all mankond could expenence in hell forever, and in so doing appease 
God, Thus enabling him to forgive. 

But even though God is now able to forgive, man still has a 
problem. There is the need for man to be able to "approprtate" God's 
forgiveness. This is where the gospel is perceived to come in. The 
gospel is represented as a list instructions which can be found on the 
pages of the printed word referred to as the New Testment. Precise 
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and exact obedience to precise and exact instructions will pave the way 
for the reception of God's forgiveness. 

On the surface this seems simple enough. That is, until the 
question of how to find with certainty the necessary instructions, is 
dealt with. This legalistic approach to salvation requires man to per- 
forin a work. The work involves a human decision which is based 
upon man's reasoning abiltty, the ability to correctly identify specific in- 
structions which corresponds to man's humanly perceived idea of 
salvation, 

Passages of scripture such as Mark 16:16, Romans 1:17 and 
10:9, where man finds salvation and justificaton/righteoueness finked 
with faith. He then reasons from reading Romans 4 that nghteousness 
is “imputed” to man as the result of his decision to become obedient to 
the necessity of beliewng. In other words, man understands "faith" as a 
work which ts performed in response to a conunand. So tt follows that 
he must "believe" if he expects to be justified. 

But just what must he believe? He then reasons that he must 
believe that Jesus died and suffered as a substitute in the place of man 
in order for God to be appeased. He can then be "reckoned" righteous 
onthe merit of what Jesus had done. 

This idea of salvation esserttially negates the need for God's 
grace. After all, "man must do something, mustn't he?” "He can't just 
sit idly by and let God do it all.". This tdea evidences the error of his 
reasoning concermng the need for a human work of malong a decision, 
in order to come into the possession of faith. He misses Paul's point in 
Romans 4:5 where Paul states that he that "Worketh NOT, but belie- 
veth on him that justifeth the ungodly, his Gath is counted for ngh- 
teousness." It doesn't take a rocket sciertist to understand fiom that 
statement that "believeth" is not the result of human work. The fact 
here that man is enabled to believe by God, apart fiom any effort of his 
own (work) and so be enlightened as to the achwty of God 
Gustification of the ungodly) is the ground for his being accounted, de- 
clared, or considered righteous. This possession of fatth, which Paul 
declares to be a synonym for a state of righteousness, is made possible 
by God's grace. That is why faith must be a gift...in order that "it might 
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be by grace; to the end that the promise (that blessed state of righ- 
teousness ) might be sure to all the seed” (Rom. 4:16). In other words, 
Paul is dnving home the point that the promise of God CANNOT be 
allowed to rest on the work of fallible human reasoning. 

To understand Paul's use of the words "imputation", "accoun- 
ting” or "reckoning" as a mere "perception" which overlooks the actual 
state in favor of an assumed state is to miss the point. When Paul says 
that “the just shall live by faith,” he doesn't mean to imply that a just 
man is actually a sioner who is "percerved" to be just as the result of an 
"imputation" which is based on a decision to believe and thus become 
Obedient to a command. To Paul, a just man is one who enjoys a 
blessed state of beng, as the result of having been empowered by God 
(through the pift of faith) to “know whom I have believed and as per- 
suaded that he ts able..." (2 Tun. 1:12). When Paul said that "Abraham 
believed God, and it was counted to lim for nghteousness (Rom. 
4:3)," he meant to convey the idea that Abraham's state of communion 
and fnendship with God (faith in action) was in fact a state of blessed- 
ness (righteousness). In other words, Abrahan's righteousness is 
synonymous with the fact that he is a believer. 

1100 Lamar Street, Sweetwater, Texas 79556 
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RELIGION AND DAILY LIFE 


BY J. JAMES ALBERT 


Under the reign of grace every child of God 1s a clergyperson. 
Under the reign of grace every child of God is a part of God's laity. 
The two are one and the same. A passage which affirms this is ! Peter 
2:9: "But you are a chosen generation, a royal pnesthood, a holy na- 
tion, His own specia) people (latty), that you may proclaim the praises 
of Him who called you out of darkness into His marvelous light." It is 
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obvious that God's "royal priesthood" today is also His lasty. Since all 
of God's children consttute His "clergy" and since they also constitute 
his “laity" there should be no distinction in clergy and lasty among 
God's people. Nevertheless, even though God did not make this dis- 
tinchon, Satan has duped us into making it. As a person once said, 
"God made men and women; Satan made 'clergymen,’ and clergymen 
make ‘aymen'!" 

This distinction has been slower to infiltrate the Churches of 
Christ than it has the other denornatons, but it has beset us, even the 
very conservative one cup, no Sunday School segment which has 
prided itself upon its claim of cvutual ministry longer than most of the 
other segments. We have avoided the language of Rome, not using 
such terms as father and reverend, but have stuck to scripfural ter- 
minology such as evangelist, minister, and preacher. Regardless, a spe- 
cial ministerial class exasts among us which has in tum designated the 
rank and file as a separate laity. 

These evangelists, these preachers, occupy a special place 
among us performing duties for pay which are responsibilities of all. 
They dominate the funchoning of our assemblies, they dominate con- 
gregational decision-makang, and they domnnate the doing of good 
works. Congregatons have become so dependent upon a special 
group to lead us the weaker we become. Inthis day and age when the 
value of exercise Is seen as so eminently important the rank and file of 
Chnstans have let a few exercise in their behalf, content to sit in a pew 
an hour or two a week gradually losing their spirttual tone and becom- 
ing weak m faith They don't link reigion and daly life.. Somebody 
else is being paid to be religious for them. 


REFRESHING WATERS RENEWAL 
The 1996 Refreshing Waters Renewal No. 7 will be held in Cherryvale, 
Kansas, at the Cherryvale Chnstan Church, July 23-25. 
Theme of this year’s RFR is “The Glory of the New Cove- 
nant." Go if you can. Your will be uplifted. - Editor 
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ROMANS 1:17 - The Righteousness of God 
By R. L. Kilpatrick 


The Phrase "The Righteousness of God" takes on real sigmifi- 
cance in Romans 1:17, even though it has the same meaning else- 
where. After speaking of the power of the gospel in verse 16, Paul 
said: 

Far in it the righteousness of God is revealed through 
fath for faith; as it is written, "He who through faith 
is nghteous shall five." 


Students of Romans have always first met with frustration in 
his attempt to understand what Paul meant by the phrase "the ngh- 
teousness of God", and how is the nghteousness of God revealed in 
the Gospel - of all things? - the gospel being the death, burial and resur- 
rection (1 Cor, 15:1-4). 

On the other hand, all who have been enlightened on the sub- 
ject have expenenced the exultation that comes only through spiritual 
breakthrough of understanding divine truth. When Martin Luther 6- 
nally came to understand the true meaning of righteousness he said, 
"This straghtway made me feel as though rebom and as though I had 
entered through the gates into Paradise itself’ From then on, the whole 
face of scripture appeared different."' This is the very verse of scrip- 
ture that launched the 16th century reformation. 

Luther's problem with this particular verse of scripture was his 
understanding (or lack thereof) of Righteousness and Justice. Both are 
from the same Greek root and mean essemtalJy the same, even though 
we normally assoaate "jushce"” with retnbutive justice (punishment), 
and “righteousness" with all that is good, especially God's goodness. 
Luther understood mghteousness to mean "retnibutve" justice and he 
could not understand how this could be revealed in the gospel. It is 





Martin Luther, “Lectures on Romans,” page xxxvii (Westminster 
Press) 
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true that retnbutive justice is revealed in the gospel, but this "justice" 
was inflicted upon Jesus in his death on the cross. This ts pointed out 
in Romans 3:25,26. Speakang of Christ , Paul said - 

Whom God put forward as an expiation by his blood, to be re- 

ceived by farth ‘This was to show God's nighfequsness, because in 

his divine forbearance he had passed over former sins; it was to 

prove at the presert time that he himself is ngfiteous and that he 

justifies him who has faith in Jesus. 


In other words, the death of Jesus satisfied the law's demand for pun- 
ishment for sin and afterwards the way was opened for God to justify 
(bestow [declare] righteousness on) mankind. Therefore it was abso- 
lutely essential for one who perfect to atone for man, the unperfect. 
There was no other way for God to jushify mankand and remain true to 
his own divine attributes. 

For our sake he made him to be sin who knew no a, so that in 

himn we might become the nghteousness of God (Cor. 5:21). 

Here then is how the righteousness of God was revealed in the 
gospel. Our sn was made His sin and yet He knew no sin. This means 
He died a perfect man. By God's grace we are allowed to share the 
perfection of Jesus, which is by “imputation.” This means that we are 
not righteous within ourselves but that it is declared of us. We be- 
come "the righteousness of God" when we are incorporated into his 
righteous body -- the spiritual body, the church (Col. 1::18; Eph. 1:22, 
23; 4:4). Our standing before God is that of "righteousness" because 
it is the standing of Jesus before God. Righteousness 1s, therefore, a 
“status” we occupy in our relationship to God, not that we are ngh- 
teous in-and-of ourselves. We are what we were before, except that 
our legal status before God has changed, which was brought about by 
"farth in Jesus." 

Luther, who, when he came to an understanding of Romans 
1:17, who exclaimed that this revelation was like entenng the "gates to 
Paradise, summed it up this way: 

God will not save us through our own nghtepusness and wisdom, 
tat through that which comes to us fiom astade of ourselves. 
through a righteousness which has neither come from us nor been 
prodhiced by us, but which comes from elsewhere; which did not 
grow on earth, but comes from heaven. Hence, man must learn a 
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lighteousness which is compietelv from without and foresgn to us. 
And therefore one's own personal righteousness must frst be 
ecoted cut. (Lectures on Romans) 


Summanzang what has been said above, Paul is saying that to 
receive the Righteousness of God means or has reference to our legal 
status or standing before God based on what Christ has accomplished 
for us by his sacnficial death. Defining the word “justification” Vine 
says itis "the legal or formal acquittal from guilt by God the judge, the 
pronouncement of the sinner as righteous, who believes in the Lord Je- 
sus Christ... This nghteousness 1s unobtainable by any merit of man's 
own, or any other condition than that of faith in Chnst" (Expository 
Dictionary of New Testament Words). 

Justification or righteousness is not to be understood as a sub- 
jecttve, psychological expenence that produces a change in the quality 
of the soul, nor is it something which occurs within the soul. When 
Paul uses either of these terms (nghteousness/ustification) he uses 
them in the universal sense, that 1s, the legal standing of the spintual 
race, Chnstians. And when referring to the lost, they are the “unrigh- 
teous.” Neither nghteousness or unrighteousness has reference to in- 
ward goodness but to status before God. 

There are only two legal positions in which the world stands 
before God — nghteous or unrighteous, saint or sinner, justified or con- 
demned. As respecting: personal qualities, that is, in-and-of ourselves 
according to our own “doings” we are all unnghteous. It 1s only by the 
grace of God that our status has changed. It can truthfully be stated 
that we who have faith in Christ are “justified sinners," One sinner is 
"pardoned" while the other awaits his execution. 

It may appear strange that a person can stand before God a 
"sinner" and be justified_at the same time. It 1s not so strange when we 
realize that we are at the same time cihzens of two different kingdoms 
with the "flesh" occupying one and the “spint" the other. And since 
"flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God" (1 Cor. 15:50), it 
means that part of us which is constituted “flesh and blood" (our hu- 
tmamty, or human nature) is where sin lies, and that part of us which 1s 
constituted "spirit" is justified, i.e, removed from the wrath that is to 
come upon “flesh and blood." The camal man exists under the wrath 
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of God and 1s destined for destruction while the spiritual man resides 
in the love of God and awaits eternal life. 


RIGHTEOUSNESS IN TWO SENSES 

There are two senses in which the word "righteousness" may 
be understood, and the exact meaiung is determined by the text in 
which it appears. 

At the time of Paul, the great stumbling block for the Jews was 
over the matter of nghteousness. To them it was inconceivable that 
there would be a righteousness other than that obtained through obedi- 
ence to the law of Moses. To the Jew it meant "personal goodness." 
But Pau! teaches othermse. 

But now the righteousness of God has been manifested apart from 

law, although the law and the prophets bear watness to it, the righ- 
teousness of God through faith in Jesus Chunist for al] who believe. 
(Rom. 3:21.22) 

Notice that Paul said the law and prophets "bear wrtness" to 
the righteousness of God. How? The law testified to the coming of 
Christ through its symbology, its allegones and types and shadows. 

In his day Judah shall be saved. and Israel shall dwell safely: and 
this is the name whereby he shall be called THE LORD OUR 
RIGHTEOUSNESS (Jer. 23:6; see also Luke 24:44-46; Col. 2:16, 
17). 


Righteousness Through Law. Under the law of Moses there was in 
fact a "kind" of nghteousness to which the Jews could nghtly lay claim 
by virtue of his obedience to it. This was the nghteous character of the 
law incorporated into his own character. Paul said: 


But that Israel who pursued the righteousness which is based on 
law did not succeed in fulfilling the law. Why? Gecause they did 
not pucsue it through faith. but as if it were based on works (Rom 
9-31.32). 


Obedience to nghteous laws constitutes mghteous conduct. 
Any person who obeys the law of the land in which he lives will be a 
better person for having done so. But according to Paul this is not the 
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kind of righteousness that saves! This is self-righteousness based on 
works. Paul said to Titus, 
But when the goodness and loving kindness of God our savior ap- 
peared he saved us, not because of deeds done by us in righfemas- 
ness, tat in wie of his own mercy, by the washing of 
cegeneration and renewal in the Holy Spirit (Titus 3:4.5). 


Deeds of righteousness surely have their place in the Christian 
system but they are not legal grounds for jusificason. "So it depends 
not upon man’s exerton or will, but upon God's mercy" (Rom. 9:16). 
How else could salvation be a free gift except it be by God's mercy? 
Salvation by "righteous deeds” 1s a far cry from being saved by "God's 
righteousness." But the Jews "being ignorant of the righteousness that 
comes from God, and seeking to establish their own, they did not sub- 
mit to God's righteousness” (Rom. 10:3). 


The kind of righteousness that comes through law pertained to 
the conduct and character of the Jew. It referred to those inward quali- 
ties of goodness which is nothing more than a personal! (self) nghteous- 
ness based on human ment. 


The righteousness of which saves cannot refer to those inward 
qualihes of self worth. It refers to that which comes down from heav- 
en and 1s given as a free gift through faith It is totally foreign to man. 
It is from God. Paul leaves no doubt as to how this righteousness is 
attained. 

For his sake I have suffered the loss of all things and count them as 
refuse, in order that I mav gain Christ and be found in him. Not 
having a righteousness of my own based on law, but that which 
comes through faith in Chnst, the rightepusness of God that de- 
pends on faith (Phil. 3:8,9). 


We can now better understand what Jesus meant when he said 
to the multitude, "Unless your righteousness exceeds that of the scnbes 
and Phansees, you will never enter the kingdom of heaven” (Mat. 
5:20). The contrast in the above verse 1s between "your righteousness” 
and "God's righteousness.” - Continued in next issue 
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
OF THE EUCHARIST 


By Dallas Burdette Part 2 of 3 


THIS IS MY BLOOD OF THE NEW COVENANT 

It isin order for us to devote a brief amount of space to one of 
the most controversial sayings in the Eucharistic words of Jesus.” 
When Jesus said "This cup is the new covenant," or "This is my 
blood of the new covenant," What did He intent to convey?’ In seek- 
ing a clear understanding of this startling phrase about the "new cove- 
nant,” one must keep in mind the blood of the Old Testament sacrifices 
to fully appreciate the sacnficial language of Jesus in assooating His 
blood that is poured out with the new covenant and with the forgive- 
ness of sins. The words employed by Jesus are very similar to the vo- 
cabulary spoken by Moses: "And Moses took the blood, sprinkled [it] 
on the people, and said, ‘This is the blood of the covenant which the 
Lord has made with you according to all these words" (Exodus 24:8). 

What is the story behind these words spoken by Moses? 
Moses informs us that on a special made altar, burnt and peace offer- 
ings were offered up, not by priests but by young men of the children 
of Israel. Then, the blood was coilected and divided into two portions. 


There are many Christians who believe that "the cup" refers to a 
container, not to the blood of Christ. And, as a result of this 
misunderstanding, these “one cup" brethren will not fellowship other 
Christians :f they employ individual communion cups in the distribution of 
the fruit of the vine. This section bnefly sets forth. hopefully, a sounder 
understanding of the term "cup" as it is utilized in the Gospels and Paul. 
Also. see a forth coming article on the meaning of "cup" in the synoptics 
and Paul by Dallas Burdette in Ensign rn the latter part of 1996. 

: Matthew (26:28) and Mark (14:24) write: "This is my blood of the 
covenant." but Paul (1 Cor. 11: 25) and Luke (22:20) say: "This cup is the 
new covenant in my blood..." Both phrases mean the same thing. 
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After the blood was collected into two bowls, one portion was thrown 
upon the altar, the other portion over the people. After throwing blood 
upon the altar, Moses then read from the "book of the covenant.” 
Next, when Moses threw the blood from the second bow! over the 
people, he said, "This is the blood of the covenant." 

Moses penned these words about the "blood of the covenant" 
around 1445 BC, approximately 800 years before Jeremiah 
(31:31-34) spoke of God's new covenant with the house of Israel and 
with the house of Judah. This covenant was temporary; it was not in- 
tended to be permanent. As mentioned above, Jeremiah prophesied 
approximately 800 years later about a new covenant. Then, about 600 
years later, Jesus announced the new covenant. Jesus made this sur- 
prising statement during the Passover meal. Three words with loaded 
meaning stand out; namely, (1) blood, (2) covenant, and (3) new. 
What does "this is my blood" really signify? In order to appreciate the 
full import of the blood of Jesus, as discussed above, one must also 
consider the meaning of covenant, especially "new covenant," for it re- 
lates to the blood. 


This Cup is the New Covenant 

Jesus ate His last Passover meal wth His disciples on the night 
of His betrayal. Dunng this meal, Jesus says, as reported by Luke and 
Paul, “This cup is the new covenant in My blood. This do, as often 
as you drink fit], in remembrance of Me," (1 Cor. 11:25). On the other 
hand, Matthew and Mark give His words: "For this is My blood of 
the new covenant, which is shed for many for the remission of sins," 
(Mt. 26:28). There is a difference in wording between Paul/ Luke and 
Matthew/Mark. Matthew and Mark read "This is my blood)’ of the 
new covenant," but Paul and Luke read "This cup is the new cove- 
nant in my blood." But Luke, unlike Paul, adds an additional clause: 
“that is poured out for you”. . This clause is an aftnbutive paraciple in 
Greek and refers to "cup." Since an attributive participle is adjectival in 


"Blood" is nominative case, not instrumental (dative of means) 
case. 
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nature, it must modify a noun or pronoun. The Greek participle is 
similar in function to the participle in English. 

In English, the parbciple modifies the nearest noun, but this 1s 
not necessanly so in Greek. It may, but there are other factors to con- 
sider in determumng which noun or pronoun the attnbutive participle 
modifies.’ To illustrate the English participle, consider the following 
sentence: "The man, seéézng by the door, is my Greek teacher.” In this 
example, siffmg is a participle telling us something about the noun 
man. The participle modifies its nearest noun, man. But in Greek, the 
participle must agree with its noun in case, number, and gender, not the 
nearest noun as in English. 

Since a participle is a verbal adjective, it shares the characteris- 
tics of both verbs and adjectives. As a verb participles have tense 
(present, aorist, perfect) and voice (active, middle, passive). As an ad- 
jective they agree with the word they are modifying in case, number, 
and gender. In other words, the participle, in Greek, must be the same 
case, number, and gender as the noun which it modifies This rule is 
crucial to a proper translation of the Greek New Testament. This law 
of grammar is top pnonty to a proper understanding of the "cup" say- 
ing in Luke's Gospel. Luke tells us that the "cup that is poured out 1s 
the new covenant in my biood.” 

Many Christians apply an English rule of grammar to Luke's 
cup saying, rather than Greek syntax, that is to say, the partiaple modi- 
fies the nearest noun. For example, a common translation of Luke 
22:20 is as follows: "Likewise also the cup after supper, saying, This 
cup {is} the new testament in my blood, which 1s shed for you, (Luke 
22:20, KJV). In the KJV “Which 1s shed for you” is a nonrestnctive 
adjectival clause” with the relative pronoun "which." An adjectival 


: Matthew and Mark also use an attributive participle. Both men 
employed their participles to modify the noun blood, according to Greek 
syntax. This study of Greek participles is too detaiied for an exhaustive 
Study for our purpose in this paper. See my forthcoming article on the cup 
Savings in Fall 96. 

Q House and Hannon, Descriptive English Grammar, second 
edition (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1950), 304, state: "But 
nonrestrictive partic:pial phrases require punctuation. They are usually set 
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clause may be introduced with relative pronouns, such as "that" or 
“which.” In this English translation, the participle "shed" (poured out) 
is nearer the word "blood," not “cup.” Thus, according to the English 
1ules of grammar, “poured out" modifies its nearest antecedent, 
"blood." But with Greek syntax, the participle does not necessarily 
modify its nearest antecedent,’ but its nearest antecedent must be in the 
same case, number, and gender. 

In other words, the participle in Greek, unlike English, must 
refer to the noun or pronoun of the same case, number, and gender. 
For example, the present passive participle (being shed) in Luke is 
nominative case, singular number, and neuter gender.” Therefore, the 
noun to which the participle in Luke refers must also be nominative 
case, singular number, and neuter gender. Grammatically the only 
word in this sentence that the participle can modify is cup. The noun, 
"Cup" 1S nominative case, singular number, and neuter gender. On the 
other hand "in my blood" is singular number, neuter gender, and dative 
case, not nominative. This understanding of Greek syntax will assist 
One in grasping the sense in which Luke uses the term "cup." 

What was “being shed," or poured out? Luke says that the 
cup was poured out. Luke and Paul give the words of Jesus as “this 
cup,” but Luke adds "that is poured out,""® which modifies cup in this 
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off by commas. The general, seeing the day lost, ordered a retreat 
contains a nonrestrictive modifier. and the comma after general and the 
one after fost are necessary to indicate the meaning which the modifying 
phrase conveys. 

: House and Harman writes, p 45: "The word, phrase. or clause for 
which the pronoun stands is cajled the amtecedent of that pronoun. Most 
pronouns have antecedent either expressed or implied, and they should 
agree with their antecedents in person, number, and gender. 


Greek has eight cases: See Ray Summers, Essentials of New 
Testament Greek (Nashville: Broadman, 1950), 16-18. 
: "Blood" (in the Greek case is instrumental (by), not dative (to). 


The dative case, the instrumental case, and the locative (in) case are 
identical in endings. 

” Since the participle is verbal as well as adjective in nature, one 
must determine whether the participle is verbal or ajective. But since this 
participal is attribute, then, it 1s adjectiva! in nature. The present passive 
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context, not blood. But, on the other hand, Matthew and Mark give 
the words as "this is my blood that 1s poured out." As mentioned 
above, in Matthew and Mark, the attributive participle modifies 
“blood.” Blood is equivalent to "this” since blood is predicate nomina- 
tive.'' But the antecedent of this is "it" and the antecedent of it is cup. 
Both "blood” and "cup” are nominative case, neuter gender, and singu- 
lar number. The rule of Greek syntax confirms that it is blood that is 
poured out in Matthew/Mark, but in Luke, it is the cup that is poured 
out. - (continued) 
P.O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


WHO OWNS YOUR CHURCH? 


By John Eoff Part I of 2 


Perhaps many have never considered the question of owner- 
ship of their church. Have they not been told always that the true 
church belongs to God or to his son, Jesus? This is certainly the opin- 
10n held by many, if not most, Christians. After all, Jesus speaks of the 
church he wil] build and the apostles write concerning the church of 
God, the churches of Chnist, as well as various churches at certain loca- 
tions and the implication seems to be that these are institutons owned 
and controlled by Deity. Quite the contrary 1s true. A closer examina- 
tion of the matter may reveal why this commonly held concept of own- 
ership of the church is in error. 





participle modifies "cup." Thus the translation is restrictive, not 
nonrestnictive. In other words, the participle clause identifies “cup” as that 
which is poured out. 

: The predicate nominative or subjective complement defines or 
describes the subject. | See House and Harmon, Descriptive English 
Grammar, second edition (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1950), 
232-238. 
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Of first importance is understanding to what we refer when 
spealang of your church, or a church in general. For the purpose of 
this examination we will use the term "church" to refer to an mstitution 
or organization of persons professing faith in Jesus. {t will be readily 
admitted that many consider the “church” to be only one, or at most 
several of these organizations to the exclusion of the others which they 
regard as “false churches", however, in this study we will include all in- 
stitutions claiming to be "churches” whether or not each reader would 
consider it a true church. 

The unfailing indicator of ownership of any msftution is con- 
trol of that entity. Whoever controls it in reality owns it. For any orga- 
nization to function it is essential that the functioning ongnate with 
some personal group who has authority to instigate such function. 
Perhaps a church is democratic in nature, in such case a majority or 
unanimous approval will be involved in any matter undertaken by the 
organization. This church could be described as being controlled by its 
members; thus ownership would be inherent with its members; the 
members own it. 

Another church may elect officers to conduct the aftairs of that 
entity. These officers could be called by any name such as board of di- 
rectors, elders, bishops, or any other name the group might wish to 
confer. These officers could then conduct any business deerned neces- 
sary in matters relating to the church. This group would be the edefacio 
owners of that church. The church could be held accountable for its 
decisions, purchases, sales, debts, etc. 

Other churches are actually controlled and owned by higher 
authority than the local division of the church. A distnct authority fig- 
ure may make the decisions for several different local churches and 
these districts could, and are in fact, at times owned by a central au- 
thonty with thousands of distnct groups under their control, such as 
the Roman Catholic system, along with several other worldwide 
institutions. 

Another object of control which we have seen more and more 
exemplified in the last few years is that of one individual. Many in- 
fluential men have obtained followings of hundreds, even thousands, of 
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people willing to submit to his control. Each solicits funds to support 
ms work and many build impressive buildings with which to entice 
greater numbers of followers and he may conduct radio or television 
programs through which he solicits funds with which to operate and 
expand, actually creating huge churches over which he exercises un- 
challenged control, This individual is the unchallenged owner of his 
church. He often becomes quite wealthy. 

The individual or group of individuals in contro! of any church 
can conduct whatever business or activity of any nature it deems expe- 
dient. If some of the members disapprove and leave the church that 
does not diminish the control to which the remaining church must sub- 
mit. In this way the owners of the various churches can collect and 
control money, property and other investments, decide the require- 
ments of admission and continue in the organization, hire, instruct and 
fire employees and in general do just about what they desire as long as 
they do not make sufficient numbers of the members unhappy enough 
with their government that they leave the orgamzation in large enough 
volume to cause the collapse of the church. 

There are many who will insist that his church (the one of 
which he is a member) 1s not owned or controlled by anyone other than 
Jesus. He will maintain that the “overseers” of his church are acting 
under the control of God and that God himself actually owns the in- 
stitution, its building, its bank account, etc., and the officers of the 
church are appointed by the Holy Spirit to direct the functioning of the 
church. These indiwduals are convinced that when they put money 
into the collection plate each week they are giving the money to God 
and that the money donated in such a way 1s used to do God's work. 
They view the church as an organization for which Jesus died, an entity 
purchased with his blood for the purpose of drawing all men into itself. 


In reality the assembly (Greek word ekklesia) of God 1s not 
any organization at all. It is not and never was an entity of any nature 
but 1s a special people who jointly form the body of Chnst. When each 
individual is united with Jesus, through faith, he is joined together with 
other believers and all for the body of Christ. They do not form an 
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organization or entity of any nature. God's church is a people, not an 
orgamzapon. 

When Chnistians formn and join churches they are forming and 
joining organizations not established by God or authorized by the 
scniptures. The false concept that they body of Chnst is an organiza- 
tion is the basis for the unlimited division of that glorious body. The 
members making up the body of Christ have divided into innumerable 
extraneous organizatons which are organized, controlled and owned 
by men. The fact that most of these organizations were organized by 
extremely dedicated men who were seeking to form or restore a "true 
church” after some pattern they envisioned in the New Testament does 
not alter the circumstance. These men were wrong in their view that 
the body of Christ is an organization. (7o be continued) 

57 Hilltop Drive, Kermille, Texas 78028 
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IS A PERSON SAVED 
BY "LOVE ONLY’? 


By Earl W. Traut 


On one occasion an expert in the law stood up to test Jesus, 
"Teacher," he asked, "what must I do to inherit eternal life?” 

"What is written in the law?" he rephed, “How do you read 
it?" He answered: "Love the Lord your God with all your heart, with 
all your soul, with all your strength and with all your mind’; and, ‘Love 
your neighbor as yourself.” "You have answered correctly," Jesus re- 
plied. "Do this and you wil live" (Luke 10 25ff NIV). 


The Jaw expert mentioned only love as a requirement for in- 
henting eternal life, and Jesus agreed with him. And everyone who is 
saved inherits eternal life, nght? So then, isn't a person necessarily 
saved by “love only?" 
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But is it not true that other factors are involved in salvation? 
such as: 

]. "..he who stands firn to the end will be saved" (Mat. 
10:22). 

2. "...whoever loses his life for me and for the gospel will save it" 
(Mark 8:35) 

3. “..humbly accept the word planted in you, which can save you" 
(Jas. 1:20). 

4. "..everyone who calls on the name of the Lord will be saved...” 
(Acts 1:21). 

5. “Believe mn the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved...” (Act 16:31). 

6. “For in this hope we are saved” (Rom. 8:24). 

7, ”..they refused to love the tnith and so be saved" (II Tim. 2:10). 

8. "For by grace have you been saved through faith..." (Eph. 2:8). 

9. "and this water symboliaes baptism that now saves you..." (I Pet. 
3:21). 

It should be noted that when Jesus continued his conversation 
with the law expert in his narrative of the "Good Samantan," he not 
only showed him who his neighbor was, but also gave him an example 
of love for a neighbor, that is, having compassion for him and takang 
helpful action, or "actively caring" for him. The law expert called this 
kind of love "mercy." 


But what about love for God? It involves emotion to the ex- 
tent that "We love because he first loved us" (I John 4:19). And as for 
our actions, Jesus said, "If anyone loves me, he will obey my teaching." 
and "He who does not love me will not obey my teaching" (John 
14:23,24). Is not each of the nine saving factors listed above based on 
love (active caring) for God? Ifa person actively cares for God will he 
not want to comply with each one? 


But the overriding question is: Am I showing love for others 
if | insist that one is saved by "love only," when neither the phrase nor 
the concept, "love only" occurs in scripture? Moreover, dare I add de- 
finitives such as "only," "every" or "always" to other Bible concepts? 

8040 Palin Lake Drive, Orlando, Florida 32819 
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Reject One Another to the Shame of God 


By Neal Griffin 


In Romans 5:7 we read: “Accept one another, as Christ ac- 
cepted you, to the glory of God." The exact opposite of this would 
read thusly: “Reject one another, but not as Christ, to the shame of 
God." Somewhere between us and our restoration forefathers we 
have been sidetracked. Somewhere tn our apphcation of hermeneutics 
we have missed the boat. Somewhere in our understanding of "si- 
lence" and "inference" we have managed to justify the wholesale rejec- 
tion of brethren (God's redeemed). 

For the moment the rejection happened to be in the areas of 
cups, tistruments, and institutional aid. In the past the primary rejec- 
tion happened to be tn the areas of kneeling to pray, walking to the 
front with contnbutions, and fermented wine — to name a few -- there 
are others And we make fun of the Mennonites for being divisive 
over the issue of iron or rubber tires. Judge not lest you be judged! 
Pray that our self-nghteous judgments do not come up to haunt us at 
the judgment scene! 

Who ts it that determines which issues are worthy of division 
at the moment? Who is it who suddenty, after years of peaceful har- 
mony, decides that now is the moment to divide over some incidental 
issue? Isn't it a fact that the ones who make these decisions are the di- 
visive ones? Let us consider what the Bible says about divisive ones. 
As you know, there are only three scriptural grounds for rejecting a fel- 
low Chnshan: moral turpitude, dental of the Diety of Jesus, and DIVI- 
SIVENESS. Paul, by the Spirit in Titus 3:10 says to reject a divisive 
person after two admonitions. Yet, we heap unto ourselves divisive 
pulpit ministers. We screen these divisive ones very carefully to be sure 
that they perfectly aligned with our particular party positions. Shame 
onus! Now, I refer you to Galatians 5:19-21 to show what the spirit 
says about the contempt that God has for the divisive spint. He jumps 
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divisiveness in the same context with witchcraft, idol worship, hatred, 
and drunken orgies. Is this clear enough for us? In truth tt 1s too clear 
to be misunderstood. If we have been divisive we need to repent, be- 
cause the Bible says (read it in Gal. 5:21) that those guilty of such 
"SHALL NOT INHERIT THE KINGDOM OF GOD". This is Bible 
talk. Do we believe the Bible? If so, let's do something about it! Let's 
Start "accepting one another, as Chnst accepted us, to the glory of 
God" (Rom. 15:7). 

Please think on these things, I believe them to be true to the Word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


WE ALL AGREE THAT 
WOMEN MAY PREACH 


By Cecil Hook 
TT VT tf F WT 8 


Oh, you say that "yall" are not in the "we all"? Do you emphatically 
deny that a woman is permitted to preach with Scriptural permussion? You 
may say that, but that is not really what you believe! You see, ] am smarter 
than you are and, like a psychiamst, I know better than you what you think! 
Okay, now that I have tumed you off completely, you may lock me in the cage 
denned for the impudent, presumptuous, and arrogant and other Tasmanian 
devils while we think about this matter quietly. 

First, let me throw out another question. Jesus charged his disciples, 
“Go usto all the world and preach the gospel to the whole creaton" (Mk 
16:15). Does go ye mean go me, as we have gencrally insisted, or does go ye 
mean go men, as we have actually interpreted into pracoce? 

The next question is crucial. What is preaching? It is delivermg a 
Bible-related message publicly. Right? Wrong! That traditona) and current 
concept of the word has confused and misdirected us. 

There are two main words generally translated as preach. The first, 
euangelizo (from eu-well and angelia-message; angel-messenger comes from 
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the word), 1s almost always used of the good news conceming the Son of God 
as proclamed in the gospel. It means to evangelize, to bring, or to declare, the 
good news. The thing preached is the gospel, the evangelion proclamed by the 
euangelistes, the messenger, the evangelist. 

The second word, leenisso, means to herald or to proclaim. To herald 
is to ammounce, to publiciae. The message proclaimed is the good news, the 
gospel. Lessans about the epistle of James, the work of deacons, etc. are 
Gueht, not heralded as the good news of salvation. 

The gospel is the good news of salvation through Chnst to be re- 
ceived by faith on the basis of his expiatory death, his bunal, resurrecton, and 
ascension (See Vine). That proclaimed message produces the fasth through 
which one is begotten and brought forth as a new Creature in Christ. Since dis- 
ciples have accepted and obeyed the gospel, there is no need for them to be 
evangelized again They will need to be Gught much more, but not evange 


lized Evangelizmg (preaching, proclauming) is making disciples. So there is 
no command to evangeliae the assembly of disciples, no need for it. nor any 


precedent for it. Neither men nor women preached to, or evangelized, the as- 
sembly. That makes questions about a woman's preaching in the assembly 
moot, deprived of practical sigmificance. 

Although the word preach is used over a hundred times in the New 
Testament writings, it is not used in reference to a believing assembly. Indoc- 
trmahon and edification of disciples by prophets, teachers, and pastors through 
teachme, mstruction, reproof, rebuke, and exhortafon ate supported by both 
apastolic teachmg and precede. When a man stands before an assembly of 
believers and bnngs a Biblical lesson on some subject like the patnarchs, Job, 
David, Elijah, prayer, simping, giving, the works of the flesh, or elders, he 1s 
teachmp, not preaching. In quem usage it is called preaching, but that is not 
its Biblical meaning. The number present, whether m public or private, is ir- 
relevant, Edification of the samts is the pnmary purpose of assemblies (1 Cor. 
14). 

When a person is pceaching, the number of hearers is of no matter, 
whether it is one or thousands. When Philip got mto the chanot with the eu- 
nuch, he preached to the one man. Women, I know of no one who objects to 
your evangelizing another woman as you ride down the highway together. 
Most will concade that a mother may evangeliae her sons of anv age and that a 
wife may preach to her unbelieving husband. But when we begyn to expand 
the mumbers in her audience, we traditionally begin to draw some amagnnary, 
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inconsistent lines. Like Philip, however, she may proclaun Chast to one per- 
son on the road to Gaza or to great numbers in Samana. 

The confusion lies m our thinking of preachmg as being a public dis- 
couse on any Biblical subject and teaching being more pnvate mstructian. So 
that has led to our hair-spittng distinctions between what is pevate and what 
is public. We decided, for exeumple, that a part of the assembly in a classroom 
IS private but the undivided assembly is public even though the public is mvfted 
to both activities of the church Earber m this century we fought a divisive 
battle defending the right of a woman to teach m church-sponsored classes. 
Admittmg that she can speak/each there, bowever, must she cefran ‘from 
preachmng the good sews about Jesus to the students? 

The Scriptures nowhere forbid a woman to preach specifically, re- 
gardless of the age, sex, or murnber of hearers or the place of the preachmg. 
You may wish to apply Paul's corrective mpunction against a woman speaking 
or teachmg. Paul had already conceded generally that she could pray and 
prophesy/teach (1 Cor. 11, 14), and he also encouraged speaking and teaching 
in smging. In dealme with these pointe, more word study can bring suipnsing 
insights. 

Our thmking has been clouded also by the cancept that preaching is 
otal evangelisin. But both women and men proclain the good news through 
gvipg Bibles, study helps, correspondence courses, letters, tracts and books 
they write, and audio and visual recordings they make. I hear no objections to 
the use of such preachmg methods by women 

Does a man have to gam permssion from anyone in order to carry 
the gospel to the lost? No. Then wity would women have to ask permssion, 
and of whom would they have to ask? Yes, if she is to work through a 
church-spansored progyam, she would have to gam permission from the con- 
gyegdaDon even asa man would. But she is cammissoned by Chnst to exerase 
her pifis in private rrumstry, Jesus is the one who entrusted the message to us, 
and He put no restnctions on gender. Will men converted by a woman be 
lost? Will a woman who canverts men lose her own soul because of it? God 
did act pamt binself mito such an arbitrary comer, and it is not becummng that 
we conte to portray him as having done so. 

Although some of "y‘all” may still limit the scope of her activity, we 
all agree that women may preach! 

Now, if you will unlock the back door of my cage, I will slip out 
quietly and go meekly on my way. 

10915 W. Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 97223 
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ROMANS 1:18 - 3:20 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


It is difficult to relay the sigmficance of what it really means to 
live in an age that is charactenzed by God's unrighteousness. We can- 
not know the despair of the ancient Romans whose philosophy was to 
"eat, drmk and be meny for tomorrow we die.” We have not known 
grasp the feeling of a lost wotid, even though we live in a lost world 
that is under the wrath of God, waiting for an even greater "day of 
wrath" (2:5). We cannot comprehend the mind of the Jew dunng the 
time of Paul because of our inability to feel these thmgs. 

But this is exactly the case of the Jews of Paul's day. Neither 
could they imagine themselves Jost and under the wrath of God. They 
were God's "chosen people". They had the promises, the law, the 
prophets and the righteousness of the law. So what is this strange new 
righteousness of which Paul speaks? Paul's secnnngly impossible task 
was to show the Jews they they were lost and that they stood under the 
wrath of God; that their law was abolished and their law-rightecusness 
counted for nothing, This was the Jews greatest stumbling block. To 
them, righteousness was something that one eamed through doing 
good, by keeping the law. "Righteousness a gift?” 

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven aginst all ungodb- 

ness and wickedness of men who by their wickedness suppress the 
truth (v. 18). 

Just as the “gospel” in verse 17 is a revelation from heaven, so 
wrath also in verse 18 is a revelation fiom heaven. And just as the gos- 
pel is active now, so is God's wrath active now. The question before 
us is what is the wrath of God? How is it revealed from heaven? 
When is it revealed from heaven? Upon whom? and what is the ef- 
fect of his wrath? 

Paul's objective in this division of Romans is to show that di- 
vine wrath characterized the old age, that the whole world stands be- 
fore God in a condition of "unrighteousness"; the Gentiles first (1:18 - 
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2:16) and then the Jews (2:17 - 3:8). Then in 3:9 - 3:20, he combines 
the two and declares "...both Jews and Greeks are under the power of 
sin, as it is wmitten, ‘None is nghteous, no, not one" (vss.3:9, 10). 
WHEN IS WRATH REVEALED? , 

"For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven..." God's weath stands 

in pxxtaposition to God's righteousness. Divine wrath is considerably 
more than just as intellectual revelation fiom heaven. It is an active in- 
te1vention of God into the affairs of the world. Wrath is NOW! Just 
as the "gospel" in verse 17 is active now, so is the revelation of "wrath" 
in verse 18 active now. 

This wrath is not to be confused with the great "day of wrath 
spoken of in 2:5. This is the final consummation of wrath, just as 
God's righteousness will be finalized in the glorification of his saints. 

UPON WHOM JIS IT REVEALED? 

" .agamst all ungodliness and wickedness of men..." Some 
think that "ungodliness” here refers to the irelig;ous Gentiles, while 
wickedness may refers to the immorality of Jews. But Paul seems 
more to be piacing double emphasis on "ungodliness" and means any 
and all who stand in a wrong relationship with God. This includes both 
Jews and Gentiles, iis majn object in this section of Romans. 

How can God justly rain wrath upon the Gentiles who did not 
know him? Does God "reap where he has not sown"? No. God's 
wrath upon the Gentiles was because "men suppressed the truth" It 
was not because they did not know God but because they substituted 
their own wisdom for the wisdom of God. They wanted to rid them- 
selves of God and "their minds became darkened" because of their 
foolishness. Their plight was thar own doing! "So they are without 
excuse.” A better rendering of the Greek reads, "So they may be with- 
out excuse" on that "day of wrath" The same is said of the Jews in 
3:19 as to the reason why law was gaven, "So that every mouth may be 
stopped, and the whole world held accountable." 

Gentiles substituted truth for a lie and worshipped the creature 
instead of the Creator. "Therefore God gave them up”! 

Three times in these verses Paul said that God gave them up. 
What does it mean that God "gave them up"? Does it mean that God 
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saw that he couldn't do anything with the Gentiles and decided to have 
no more to do with them? That they were allowed to go thar own 
way? Does it mean that God simply withdrew his blessings and al- 
lowed the consequence of their evil lifestyle to overtake them? There is 
indeed a consequence of'sin, but Paul had more than this in mind. 

No one escapes fiom God this easly! The unrighteous, even 
though unrighteous, are still under the mighty hand of God. His wrath 
is actrvely upon them. No one slips away from God merely because he 
chooses to do so. No one is given such prerogative to be free of God, 
rather such supposed freedom becomes bondage to wrath Then to 
what did God give them up? 

God gave them up to the very thing to which they had tumed, 
to the POWER OF SIN. Sin dishubs and disgraces human society 
and works corruphon and eventually death. That which you see 
around you is God's wrath — sickness, suffenng, death, hardships, 
wars, farrnnes, nafural disasters, all are the effects of God's wrath upon 
a world that chooses to dishonor Him. It is creation iteelfthat is under 
the wrath of God. "For the creation was subjected to futltty, not of its 
own will but by the will of him who subjected it in hope” (8:20ff). 

But, someone may ask, why do the righteous who honor God 
suffer the same as those who are unnghteous? Because we are a part 
of that which rebelled against God. We are flesh, even though we have 
been redeemed and have become a part of God's nghteousness, we 
mtust suffer because "flesh" is that part of man that was led away to dis- 
honor the Creator. This is the final result of those who "claiming to be 
wise, they became fools,” thinkang they were free when in reality they 
subjected themselves to double bondage. In addition to being under 
the bondage of wrath they were in the grip of sin, its lure and lust and 
the contiquation of it. Sin is a powerful addiction and there is no es- 
caping the penalty of the addicton which is death. Therefore God 
gave them up to their lust, but they are stil under His mighty 
hand. Sin is a power — active, universal, destructive. "Though they 
knew God's decree that those who do such things deserve to die”. 
(Contiued in next issue) 

2710 Day Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 
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HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
OF THE EUCHARIST 


By Dallas Burdette Part 3 of 3 


In both Luke and Paul, cup is used for blood. What is poured 
out? Is it a literal container or blood? Which? Thus, Luke identifies 
the cup as the blood that 1s also mentioned in both Matthew and Mark. 
In Matthew/Mark, the word blood agrees with the attributive partici- 
ple, but also does cup, But in Luke (22:20) blood 1s dative, not nom- 
native ("cup" is nominative). Therefore, the word "cup" 1s udlized for 
blood, because it is that which is poured out. This new covenant is 
represemted by the blood of Christ and at the same time it isthe blood 
that seals the new covenant. Nevertheless, all the accounts mean the 
same thing. Whether one says, "This cup is the new covenant in my 
blood," or "This is my blood of the new covenart," there is no maten- 
al change. The cup ts synonymous with blood, not a literal container 
or vessel. The bload is that which is poured out. 

The New Revised Standard Version and the New American 
Standard Bible translate according to Greek syntax. And he did the 
same with the cup after supper, saying, "This cup that is poured out 
for you is the new covenant in my blood. {Other ancient authorites 
lack, in whole or in part, verses 19b-20 ([which is given... in my 
blood]) (Luke 22:20, NRS) 


And in the same way [He took] the cup affer they had eaten, 
saying, "This cup which is poured out for you is the new 
covenant in My blood (Luke 22:20, NASB) 


Likewise He also [took] the cup after Supper, saymg, "This 


cup [is] the new Covenant in My blood, which is shed for you 
(Lk 22:20, NRSV) 
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And whea He had taken a cup and given thanks, He gave [it] 
to them, sgymg, "Drink from i, all of you; for this is My 
blood of the covenamt, which is poured out for many for for- 
giveness of sins. "But I say to you, Iwill not dink of this 
fruit of the vine fom now on unbl that day when I dik 7 
new with you in My Father's kmgdom” (Matt. 26:27-28). 
Notice that NRSV and the NASV both translate the attnbutive partici- 
ple, "that is poured out for you", in Luke 22:20, as an adjectival clause 
modifying the noun "cup." 

Jesus spoke of the blood as representative of the new cove- 
nant. This new covenant bnngs the people of God into a personal rela- 
tionship with Him through the forgiveness of sms. It. goes almost 
without saying, this new covenant constitutes a radical alteration from 
the old covenant. This new covenant represents a revolutionary break 
with the past. It represents a new approach to man's problem of reja- 
tionship to God. In other words, God deals with sin once and for ail. 
This new covenant answers this problem. 

This new covenant is based on forgiveness. Under the first 
covenant, their failure to comply with the law nullified the covenant. 
That covenant depended upon obedience of the people. On the other 
hand, the new covenant relies upon the obedience of Chnst, not man. 
Jesus is the new covenant, not a book’. Thus, the new covenant would 
not be invalidated through lack of perfect obedience on the part of 
man. In other words, God provided the means whereby He could put 
away sin once and for ail. 

In seelang to draw attention to the wonder of this amazing 
wuth, God through Jeremiah set forth the supenonty of the new over 
the old: "I will forgive their iniquity, and their sin I will remem- 
ber no more” (Jer. 31:31-34). Further, this covenant, according to 
Jeremiah, is "an everlasting covenant" (Jer. 32:40). Also, Ezekiel 
speaks of this covenant as an "everlasting covenant" (Ezek.. 16:60) as 
well as a "covenant of peace” (37:27). Isaiah also writes about this 
covenant as an “cverlasting covenant” (Isa. 55:3). 
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See Isaiah 42:6: 6 “I, the Lord, have called You in righteousness, 
And will hold Your hand; [ will keep You and give You as a covenant to 
the people, As a light to the Gentiles, 
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JESUS PROPHETICALLY THE COVENANT 


Leon Morris captures the essence of the new covenant when 
he writes: “This new covenant would be based on forgiveness, not on a 
profession of readiness to keep the law of God."* Exactly, how this is 
to be accomplished, the prophets do not disclose completely. Jere- 
miah, as mentioned above, sets forth the FACT, not the HOW of the 
new covenant. On the other hand, God through Isaiah, one hundred 
years earlier, tells the how, but not as fully developed:as in Paul's wnt- 
ings. Nevertheless, he speaks of Jesus prophetically as "the covenant.” 
For instance, God exclaims: "I, the Lord, have called You 1n ngnteous- 
ness, And will hold Your hand; I will keep You and give You as a 
covenant to the people, As a light to the Gemtiles...," (42:6). 

Yet, the Israelites only faintly understood these prophetic ut- 
terances. In fact, even after the coming of Chnst, men were still want- 
ing to know about whom the prophet spoke, of himself or some other 
man. Luke narrates such a story in the book of Acts. He informs us 
that a man from Ethiopia sought an answer from Philip as to whom the 
prophet Isaiah speaks. Philip begins with chapter 53 and preaches unto 
him Jesus, 

God deals with the sin problem in and through Jesus Christ. In ° 
this way God demonstrates His righteousness in and through Jesus 
Chvist. Through Jesus, God confirms His righteousness in justifying 
the ungodly by setting forth Jesus as a propriafon for sins Forgive- 
ness of sins can only be forgiven through the pouring out of His blood. 
This thought was restated by our Lord 1n the Passover with His disci- 
ples. His blood not only ratified the new covenant, but His death was 
also substitufionary. In other words, Jesus died for us. He poured out 
his soul for many for the forgiveness of sins These words of Jesus, as 
reported by Matthew, also point to Isaiah 53, especially verse 12, 

Therefore I wall divide Him a pottion with the great, And He 
Shall divide the spoil with the strong, Because He poured out 
His soul unto death, 


Leon Morris, Tie Atonement: Its Meaning & Its Significance 
(flinois: Inter Varsity, 1983), 30. 
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And He was mumbered with the transgressors, 
And He bore the sin of many, And made mitercession for the 
TransOTESsOrs. 

Deliverance is only through substitution. That was the mean- 
ing of the blood of the slaughtered paschal lamb. Jesus poured out His 
soul for me. The death which Jesus died was my death. He died for 
me. He bore my sins. He died in my place. The words "for me” and 
"in my place" should be upon the heart of everyone. Deliverance by 
the blood was the outcome of divine wisdom Those seeking eman- 
cipation from eternal death nust exercise faith m the blood; they can be 
assured that the blood of Jesus Christ cleanses from all sin: "For this is 
My blood of the new covenant, which 1s shed for many for the remis- 
sion of sins." (FINAL) 

P.O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
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WHO OWNS YOUR CHURCH? 


By John Eoff Part 2 of 2 


In spite of the evidence that the ownersinp of all churches 
(insttutions-entaes-organizations) is vested in man, or men, rather 
than God, some may sti] question that the assembly of God is not an 
instituhon, an entity separate from its members, or an organization in- 
stead of a people. Let such a one examine the difference in being 
drawn to an organization and being drawn to Jesus, as Jesus promised 
he would draw all men unto mmself. Let him determine the time and 
the process that would be necessary in establstung a church 
(orgamzatinn) if the multitude in Jerusalem were added to such an enti- 
ty at the beginning of the New Covenant age. Jesus is the pattern for 
the body of Christ. Mans search for a pattern for some orgamzaahon 
scriptural orpanizafon is in vain — there is no such pattern in the 
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scriptures. The new wine of the new covenant can not fit mto the old 
wineskins of institutionalism. Any attempt to do so has, and will al- 
ways, result in rupture and fragmentathon of the bond of peace. 

Perhaps a primary reason for misunderstanding the nature of 
the body of Chnst, the assembly of God, is an erroneous view of the 
New Testament as being the new covenant that God promised his peo- 
ple and has in fact come into existence. There seems to abound great 
misconceptions about the new covenant. The new covenant is in fact a 
very simply stated covenant God has made to his people. It is stated in 
its entirety in Jeremiah 31:33-34 "I will put my law in ther minds and 
write it on their heasts. I will be their God, and they will be my people. 
No longer will a man teach his neighbor, or a man his brother, saying 
‘know the Lord,' because they will all know me, from the least of them 
to the greatest, " declares the Lord. “For I will forgive their wicked- 
ness and will remember their sins no more." This covenant is not like 
the first covenant God made with his people in that the former was a 
bilateral covenant and the later 1s umiateral. God showed through the 
first that his people were not capable of keeping a bilateral covenant. 
There was no purpose in them making any vows because the obvious 
results would be their faiture to keep them. Therefore the new cove- 
nant 1s a covenant of what God will do for lis people and does not 
contain any corresponding vows or obligatons for his people to keep. 
It concerns a free pift - GRACE — of which believers (in Jesus) are the 
beneficiaries and God is the benefactor. It was accomplished and rati- 
fied by the blood of his only begotten Son. 

When man considers the New Testament (a title given to a 
collection of wntings, mostly letters) to be the new covenant he views 
all instructions found in the writings to be his obligation in order to en- 
ter or remain in the covenant when in fact the covenant does not in- 
volve any obligatons on his part (if he did he would break tt without 
question). The promise of the new covenant: salvation, justification, 
and sanctification ("I will forgive their wickedness and will remember 
their sins no more”), and membership in Jesus (God's own family) is to 
everyone who believes that Jesus in the Chnst (I John 5:1; Rom. 10:9; 
John 3:16; Acts 13:38-39; etc.). When these believers exist as the 
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body of Christ they are united by that faith is a bond of peace. When 
they are not satisfied with this sumple relationship and decide to orga- 
nize themselves into "churches" they destroy the bond of peace by es- 
tablismng ther own ideas as a basis for unity among their particular 
group, or church, and makmg their own determmnation as to who can 
be included in that orgamzahon and who cannot because of diversity of 
opinion. Each differs in what he perceives to be his responsibility in 
keeping “his part" of the percetved covenant. The ummty of the faith 
cannot be destroyed by man, even when he shafters the bond of peace, 
because even the disive members are united in the body of Christ by 
the faith which they share in the Christ (Messiah). 

Many in the Protestant churches regard the Roman Catholic 
Church as the great harlot, Babylon, of the book of Revelation. If this 
is cofrect she must also represent every church, 1.e.., "wstmstion" 
(orgamzed religion) into which the elect of God have stayed through 
adding to that into which God has gathered his people. The thought 
menits some considerahon! 

It is extremely difficult for those who have been raised in a sys- 
tem of organized religion; that is, churches, to concerve of any other 
relanonship to God. Access to God has always been presented by ihe 
church to be through the church itself In reality access is through Je- 
sus and Him only. A study of the early assembly in the epistles of the 
apostles and "The Acts of the Apostles" will make it evident that it 1s 
not only possible for the body of Jesus to exist as a group or assembly 
without being organized into an institution, but is in fact how the body 
existed in its infancy, before apostasy. One will find no example of the 
body coming together to perform certain prescnbed acts of worship 
but will find them encouraged to contime meeting together to spur 
one another on toward love and good works and to edify one another. 
No example can be found of gyving to some orgarmzation (church) but 
each 1s encouraged to give to those in need ("Let each lay by him in 
store” does not mean to give into a "church" treasury). The gathering 
of the Body was characterized by its various exhorting one another, 
not by a paid (or voluntary) "Minister" presiding and peiforming while 
the others observe. How can we possibly consider a man-made 
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insutuon to be an improvement over the simple assembly that Jesus 
built, drawing men unto imself, beginmng on the day of Pentecost fol- 
lowing his sacrifice?! 

The church system, though of man, has had a great impact on 
the world and has done well in prociaimmg Jesus among all nations. 
On the other hand it has burdened Chnstians almost beyond belief with 
financial obhgation to support it masstve buildings and personnel used 
pnmanly in the propagation of each churches peculiar ideas as opposed 
to those of other churches. A small amount of the tremendous tax they 
place on their members goes toward anything biblical m aature. The 
system places greater interest in growing into larger and larger 
churches where more and more money can be controlled (and wasted) 
than it does 1n preaching Jesus and him crucified. The vast majority of 
those preached to each Sunday, the principal ependiture of the money 
collected, already know about Jesus. Their need is to encourage and 
exhort one another on towards love and good works, a joint participa- 
tion that can be best accomplished through small gathermgs. The wiit- 
ings of the New Testament indicate just such meetings, ofien—if not 
always—in homes. Why should we do othermse. 

A umted church 1s not possible. To think otherwise is to cont 
pletely disregard the facts. A divided body of Jesus is just as impossi- 
ble. When one 1s baptized by the one Spint into the one body, there is 
nothing man can do to separate that one from the body. Let us recog- 
nize this and forever end the horrible rupture of the bond of peace by 
elrmnazang man's invention, the church. Un-denomanafonal, un- 
institutional Chnshanmty requires that the assernbly of God actually be- 
long to God. May the man owned and operated churches cease their 
existence forever. (Final) 


57 Hilltop Drive, Kerrville, Texas 78028 
Nonnally I "go fishing" in July of each year but this year I'm 
going fishing in August (so no issue will be printed in August). (big 
deal!) - Editor. 
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Do You Sacrifice Enough? 
By Cecil Hook 


"IT know I am not sacnficing enough", we hear some humble 
disciple confess. He has just been touched by a plea from the pulpit 
that everyone should sacnfice more. The urgency was reinforced by 
the singing of "I gave, I gave my Irfe for thee; what hast thou given for 
me?" 

This good brother works long hours to provide meager suste- 
nance to his family. He attends both Sunday services, and though it is 
difficult, he is usualty at the midweek service. He has little extra money 
or time to devote to the church program. In his sincere dedication, he 
feels that he is not giving and serving enough to give him a real claim 
for salvabon. This bothers him all the time and makes him feel insecure 
before the Lord. 

Does this describe your situation? Do you sacrifice enough? 
Does discipleship almost become too burdensome for you? How 
nich must we sacrifice? 

Let's look at that word sacnfice. It is a good word, but it has 
been painted over with atualistic colors, reshaped by concepts of 
achievement, decorated with merit, enhanced by self-commendation, 
stripped of its gyace, and stolen from Jesus. Under all that disguise, we 
can hardly recogmze the word! 

The basic mearang of sacnfice is offering. To sacnfice is to 
make an offering. A sacnfice is that which is offered. There is nothing 
qualitative or quantitative in the definrnon of the word. The term does 
not define the nature of the offering, the size or amount of it, its worth, 
its cost to the giver, or the attitude of the worshipper. 

Traditionally, we have attached the concept of pain, depriva- 
tion, self-effacement, and merit to this word. Let us examine some as- 
pects of acceptable sacnifice, or offering, to see the simplicity of what it 
is. 
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1. Paul considered the faith of disciples to be a sacmifice: 
"Even if I am poured out as a libation upon the sacnficial offering of 
your farth, I am glad and rejoice with you all" (Phil. 2:17). The faith of 
the Philippians was a metaphorical offering of thanksgiving upon which 
Paul's life was depicted as being poured as an additonal sacrifice of 
thanksgrving. Perhaps, our faith is the purest and simplest offering we 
can extend toward God. 

2. When Paul left Macedonia, the Philippian church sent 
monetary support as a gift to hin. In response, he wrote, "I am filled, 
having received from Epaphrodftus the gifts you sent, a Gagramt offer- 
ing, a sactifice acceptable and pleasing to God” (Phil. 4:18). Did this 
mean that they impovenshed themselves by this gift, thus making it 
sacnficial? Regardless of the amount, or whether it put them in finan- 
cial strain or not, it was an acceptable sacrifice because it was a pift of 
love. 

3. We are urged, "Do not neglect to do good and to share 
what you have, for such sacrifices are pleasing to God" (Heb. 13:16). 
Doing good ts expressing concem in daily life and it has bttle to do with 
church programs or attendance: Sharing is sacnficial even when tt 1s 
done out of our abundance. It may be nothing more than a cup of cold 
water (Matt. 10:42). 

4 Even a testmony or song of praise is a sacnfice: “Through 
him then let us continually offer up a sacrifice to God, that is, the fruit 
of lips that acknowledge his name” (Heb. 13:15). "Thank you, Lord” 
is a painless sacrifice. 

5. Then there is the farmblar exhortation of Paul: "I appeal to 
you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, to present your bodies 
as a lng sacrifice, holy and acceptable to God, which 1s your spiritual 
worship” (Rom. 12:1). Thus calls for our complete sanctification, or 
holiness, as a life-offering dedicated to God. It speaks of no mentoti- 
ous achievements or continuous privaion, but of.our purpose in lving 
in Chitst. 

6. Peter changes the metaphor from a bodily sacrifice to a 
priest making the offering. He says we are "to be a holy priesthood, to 
offer spitual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Chnst” (1 
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Peter 2:5). Combinmg the metaphors, we see ourselves as both the 
sacnfice and the priest offering it. We sacrifice ourselves in continuous 
whole-life consecrahon. 

Now, if your whole life is a contimious offering, can there be 
any question about whether you are sacrificing enough? What more 
have you to offer? 

These metaphors allude to the sacrificial system of the Law of 
Moses. The first-born lamb was holy, dedicated to God. But it had to 
be fed and ourtured for months before it was slaughtered. All of the 
provisions for its needs were parts of its sanctification as an offering. 
Feeding and protecting it, though necessary elements of the offering, 
added no meritorious quality to the sacnfice. The sacnfice was being 
made daily as the shepherd cared for the needs of the lamb before the 
time of slaughter. 

Drawing from those allusions, we may see ourselves as holy 
and dedicated to God, sanctified for his use. But our bodies continue 
to need food, shelter, clothing, exercise, relaxadon, and medications. 
Although provision for those needs may not seem as high and holy as 
sessions of prayer and praise, they are necessary elements of our sacni- 
fice. They may not seem as sacnficial (meritorious) as taking in an or- 
phan, paying a widow's bills, preaching the gospel, or sermng as a 
deacon, yet they are necessary, enabling elements of the sacrifice. Ail 
these activities are spiritual sacnfices because they are all dedicated to 
God. 

But what about the parable of the talents (Matt. 25:14f)? Are 
we not called upon to do good works? Yes, but no quota was de- 
manded of each servart. The servant with one talent felt that he could 
not sacnfice sufficiently to earn his way; so he retreated into fear. The 
other two servartts used what was entrusted to them, but it 1s the Mas- 
ter who gives more to him who has. God gives the increase, and that 
reflects no merit for the servant. We only invest our gxft with the 
Banker by use of our talent in serving his people. 

"We know that we have passed out of death into life, because 
we love the brethren, He who does not love remains in death. Any 
one who hates his brother is a murderer, and you know that no 
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murderer has eternal life abiding in him. By this we know love, that he 
laid down his life for us; and we ought to lay down our lives for the 
brethren. But if any one has the worid's goods and sees his brother in 
need, yet closes his heart against him, how does God's love abide 1n 
him? Little children, let us not love in word or speech but m deed and 
in truth" (1 John 3:14f). This descnbes the sacrificial life measured 
only by fulfilling love. The many other exhortations to do good works 
are governed by this same principle. 

In the Judgment Scene parable (Matt. 25: 31f), those on His 
right hand were welcomed because they had given food, drink, hos- 
pftabty, and clothtng to the needy, and care for the sick and mpnsoned. 
Our sacrifices in these activities are offerings to Jesus! 

Do I sacnfice enough to be welcomed? How much 1s 
enough? What quota must I fill to be deserving of eternal life? You 
can offer no such sacrifice! Jesus made the only offering of ment. The 
activities mentioned by Jesus listed above are expressions of love, not 
philanthropic deeds demanding reward. Becanse of God's love for us, 
we love his people. We praise him in serving their needs. Malice and 
selfishness separate us from God for they cause us to withhold our love 
and thanksgrving. Yes, these can give us anxiety and make us feel 
nsecure. So we must work on our attitude rather than trying to per- 
fonn self-commending works. Ifthe attitude is nght, the quantity and 
quality of works have no quotas or limits. The only regulatory law is 
love. 

Our offerings are not enumerated in some legal code. The col- 
ors of achtevement must not be painted over our expressions of love 
and thanksgiving. Our selfless giving will not decorate a crown with 
stars for us. Praise is not a commendation of ourselves to God. The 
merit of sacrifice cannot be stolen from Christ and applied to our 
deeds, for we are saved by his ment rather than our own. ("Her life 
was so filled with good works; if she does not make it to heaven, I 
don't have a chance!”) We must not dummsh from Climist's grace by 
feeling that we can do works in repayment for any portion of it. 

The well-intended, but unsettling, exhortations of the preacher are not 
to be trusted like these words of Jesus: "Come to me, all who labor and 
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are heavy laden, and I will give you rest. Take my yoke upon you, and 
learn from me; for I am gentle and lowly in heart, and you will find rest 
for your souls. For my yoke ts easy, and my burden tn light" (Matt. 
11-286). 

Can I make any trade-off with Jesus as our song might sug- 
gest: "I gave, I gave my life for thee; what hast thou given for me"? 
Perhaps so, in this sense: Jesus gives me his sacnfice of merit, and I 
give him my offering of love and praise. Then I am sacnficing enough. 

10915 W. Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 97223 
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WHERE THE EMPHASIS SHOULD BE 
By Neal Griffin 


Paul told the Connthians that he was glad that he preached to 
them only Jesus and Him crucified. He was happy that he could not be 
blamed for the schismatic condition at Corinth Shouldn't this be a 
good ewmple for today's pulpiteers? Shouldn't this be a good pattern 
for. today's pulpit ministers who emphasize party positions instead of 
the Christ of God? Paul was glad that he emphasized the Christ and 
Him only. The preachers of today should take notice of this. Paul did 
not have a private agenda. He was thankful that he did not try to con- 
vert any one of them to the schism of Paul, to the schism of Apollas, to 
the schism of Cephas, nor even to the schism of Christ. Paul's message 
was Jesus He advocated a personal relawonship with Jesus. Shouldn't 
our message be the same? He was opposed to schisms of any kind, 
and so should we be. 

The horrible thing about the Conmhians was that they emphasiaed 
their party memberships when they should have been enphaszing Jesus, and I 
am cerfam that this is tme in most of today's schisms. Paul did not promote 
party membership and neither should we. 

Please consider these thoughts on 1 Connthians. I believe them to be 
true to the word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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THE ESSENCE OF THE KINGDOM 


By William R. Gakr 








The Essence or the Substance of the Kingdom of Heaven is a 
Light Shining in Darimess! In the person of Jesus Chnst (God is 
our salvation) who is called Immasuel (God with us) we have the es- 
sence of all that we tenn Chnstan. The Word became flesh and dwelt 
among us to gather our sins unto Himself (John 1:14). 

Our roadmap on our pathway to God is not a detailed pattem 
of procedure nor is it a copy of Ten Laws! It is neither a written nor an 
oral code. Our map ts a Person who lights the path and paves the way: 
"T am the light of the world," and "in Him was life and the life was the 
light of men” and "This is the message which we heard from Him and 
declare to you, That God is light and in Him is no darkness at all” (1 
John 1:5). The Essence of the Kingdom is a Person! 

"The Kingdom of Heaven Is at Hand..." 

As John's message of repentance rang our fiom the banks of 
the Jordan those who came to him to be baptized, realized that the es- 
sence of the kingdom of heaven was not to be found in the command- 
ments and ntuals of Judaism. 

The kingdom is not organizations, nor institutions nor build- 
ings! It is not a “church” with a minister nor a "worship service." The 
substance of the kingdom is not doctrines of baptisms, the role of 
women, the Lord's Supper, music nor even the question of "Who is a 
Chnstan?" 

Furthermore the kingdom is not about chansmatic teachers 
and preachers nor about "eatmg and dnnking.” 

The Kingdom of Heaven is None of Thest! The Kingdom is all of 
These. The essence of the kingdom is not organization, but organism! 
The kingdom is the body of Christ and each Chnstan is an organ in 
that body. This body is a building not made with hands, but one in 
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which every plank or stone is a lng, breathing cinid of God (Acts 
17:24; Eph. 2:19-22, 4:16). In working out her pracocal responsibili- 
ties this heavenly orgamism, this Temple for the Spirit may or may not 
have a board of elders or directors. And may or may not have a board 
of deacons and/or finance and planning committees. She may 
(MUST) have aid programs and outreach ministries, but these in 
themselves are not the essence of the kingdom! Joe E. Girzone in 
"The Shepherd”, writes, "You could dispose of all its colleges, univer- 
sites, orphanages, inshtutions, agencies, and even its code of law, and 
you would not have even touched the church, becanse these Uangs are 
not the church!” 

The Essence of the Kingdom is not "A Church with Ministers" 
but a Church of Ministers"! God has always worked through indi- 
viduals: herdsmen, shepherds, fishermen, doctors, landowners! It is 
to individuals not orgamzations that He endusted the message of salva- 
tion (Acts 8:4)! 

The Essence of Ciyristianity is not a "Worship Service" but Ser- 
vants who Worship! "Worship Service" is both a mmsnomer and is 
redundant as well. Compare Romans 12:1,2. "Your reasonable ser- 
vice” (KJV) becomes "Your sputtual worship" (NIV). Thus Scrving 
IS Worshipping and Worshippmg IS Serving! Wm. Barclay wres, 
“Real worship is not something which is transacted in a church 
(building); real worship sees the whole world as the temple of the living 
God, and every common deed (as) an act of worship.” 

We never read of a ‘worship service’ in the New Testament 
scriptures. We do read of meetings to edify one another and to memo- 
nalize the King. 

Disputed Doctrines are not the Essence of Christianity: .".the doc- 
trine of baptisms, of laying of of hands, of resurrection of the dead, and 
of eternal judgment” are "elementary principles" and are for besynners 
(Heb. 6:1-2). Surely our discussions concermng the role of women, 
music, the Lord's Supper and "Who is a Chnshan?? onust fail into the 
ABC's of Christianity. Bul we are to "go on to maturity.” 

The Primary Concern of the Chastiao Community is Two-Fold: 

1. To foster a growing relationship with the Lord. 
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2. To leam to work together, carmg for one anvther, building trust 
and love among God's people, etc. 

We haven't done that very well! Jesus intended that His message bring joy 
to people's lives , not misery and guilt. - Girzone 

Do we determme the reality of sameune's relahonship to God based 
upon his understanding of our "Important Doctrines"? Or shall we be content 
to use the criteria established by Jesus: "...by their frutts you will know them" 
Mat. 7:20)? 

The Essence of the Kingdom is not Gifted Teachers but Teachers who 
have the Gift of the Spirit. James 3:1. as translated by W. Barclay, reads, 
"tet not many of you become teachers” and the reason as given by James is 
that many are unable to control their speech. The recipient of the Hebrew let- 
ter bad another problem: they had not grown m the faith they had professed 
"Though by this time you ought to be teachers, you need someone to teach you 
agam the first pnneiples..." And the Connthian Chnstians were gualty of a 
misplaced loyalfy, saymg, "I am of Paul...of Apollos...of Cephas...of Chnst" (1 
Cor. 1:12). They had not recognized that true leaders are not a result of choos- 
ing by men, but eather by God (see Gal. 1:1; Acts 20:28)! 

The Kingdom of God is not Eating and Drinlang: 

We eat together socially, and we eat together commenoratively as we share in 
the Lord's Supper. But these things of themselves are not the Essence of the 
kangdom! The “rest of the story" is told in Romans 14:17. The iangdam is 
Righttemusness, Peace and Joy in the Holy Spint! 

The Essence of the Kingdom is Immanuel, God With Us: 

The Substance of the kingdam Teachings are found in the Senman on 
the Mount and in the kmgdom Parables (Mat. 6 & 13). We strive to keep the 
conditions set forth in these qassages, not to eam salvahon, but to receive 
God's blessmgs! Same Chinshans have leamed that the Hope of Heaven is not 
found in the nght religion, the nght doctnne, or the night ‘church’ while others 
have not! 

Some have leamed that our hope is found in a Person, while others 
cling to the belief that our hope is in a system! Our visnbility to the world is to 
be persanal and mdivichial because our 1elafianshyp to God is persanal and our 
cespangibility is adivichal. 

"Why doesn’t the church do something?" | asked, then! real- 
ized, [ cam the church! 


5 Bluebird Lane, Fenton, Missoun 63026 
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ROMANS - CHAPTER 4- ABRAHAM'S FAITH 





By R& L. Kilpatrick 

Salvation by faith versus salvation by works is Paul's subject in 
Romans 4. He uses "farthful Abraham” as the perfect example of im- 
puted righteousness through faith 

What shall we say about Abraham, our forefather, acconhng to the 

flesh? For if Abraham was justified by worts, he has samething to 

boast about, but not before God. For what does the scpiure say? 

“Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness” 

(vss 1-3). 

Abraham was a great man of his day who had accomplished 
many great deeds, and if he had been so disposed he had much in 
which to boast, but not before God. That is, he could not bring his 
great deeds before God in exchange for justification, or as the means of 
his justification This would have been the same as purchasing salva- 
tion by good works,, and idea which Paul rejects emphatically. Righ- 
teousness was imputed (reckoned) to Abraham on the basis of his farth 

Now to one who works, his wages are not reckoned as a prft but as his 
duc. And to one who does not work but trusts him who justifies the 
ungodly, his faith is reclaomead as nghteousness (4:4-5; see also Gal. 3:6; 
and cf Gen. 15:6). 

Even though James points out in his letter that obedience was 
also evident in the justification of Abraham, still, in the strict sense nei- 
ther the acguisition of faith or performing good works can be "coun- 
ted” as the cause of justification. This would simply qansfer the cause 
of salvation from God to man, or from the righteousness of God to the 
righteousness of man - self righteousness. 

When we speak of the "cause" of satvaton, we mean the "le 
gal ground” for man's status before God. Now, if one could be saved 
"because of” his farth, this would place faith on the same level with 
works, There would be "merit" attacbed in ether case. In all mstances 
human merit must be ruled out in the matter of justification. Nowhere 
does the Bible say that salvation is “on account of” faith, or "because 
of” faith, but always "through farh" or "by faith." This may sound like 
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a play on words, but there is a world of difference. Salvation through 
faith is salvation by the grace of God. Salvation because of faith is 
salvation by mmman merit, and this is the idea that Paul objects to in 
Romans 4. 

What is said of Abraham applies to all mankind — 


But the words, "it was reckoned to him," were written not for bis sake 
alone, tut for ours also. It will be reckoned to us who believe in him 
that raised from the dead Jesus our Lord, who was put to death for or 
trespusses and raised for our justification (4:23-25). 


DEEDS OF RIGHTEOUSNESS 
Performing deeds of righteousness is the very purpose of our 
"New creation" in Christ (Eph. 2:10), and those who do so are doing 
nothing more than what they were created for. The "obedience" of 
faith should not be thought ofas "works." There is great fallacy in the 
reasoning that faith, repéfftance, and baptism constifute works — simply 
because "activity" may be involved - which it is not on the part of the 
believer (he doesn't baptize himself). Even if so, there is no mman 
ment involved and even if some might point out tuman ment, it is still 
NOT the cause of justification. There is no "God's part' and man's 
part" when it comes to establishing the legal basis for mans justifica- 
tion. This simply says that salvation is partly by grace and partly by 
works. On this point Alexander Campbell writes in particular, saying: 
... we Should not only cherish this faith in our hearts, but to exhibit it by a 
visible death to sin; a burial with Christ to sin, and a rising again to walk in 
newnsss of life, eqwessed and symbolized by an mmersicn in water into 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spant, not as a 
work of righteousness, but of a mere passive subomssion of ourselvss to die, 
to be buried, and to be raised agam by the ment and aid of another. Bap- 
tism is, therefore, no work of aw, no moral city, no moral righteousness, 
but a simple putting on of Chnst and plaGng ourselves wholly in his hand 
and under his influence and guidance. It is an open, sensible vohunitary ex- 
pression of our faith to which as being thas perfected, the promise of the re- 
mussion of sins in Divinely ammexed (Chwishan System, Ch. VII, Semdard 
Publishing Compazy). 
) Abraham's "imputed" righteousness means that his nght stand- 
ing before God was a "declared" righteousness. It was a "said to be" 
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sort of thing. It was an "as if" it was real, actual, "the same as" iand of 
righteousness based strictly on the grace of God. It does not mean that 
Abraham was worthy of his stafus by what he did. As a child of 
Adam, Abraham could never be righteous in-and-of-tumself, but God 
"courted him the same as” one who was truly perfect. 

Paul was speaking of humanity when he said, "none is tigh- 
teous, no, not one; no one understands, no one seeks for God. Ail 
have tumed aside, together they have gone wrong; no one does good, 
not even one (3:10-12; cf Psa. 14:1,2; 54:1-2). Here Paul was speak- 
ing of man as the offspring of Adam, possessing all the Adamic charac- 
tenstics, inclined toward evil. In such a state man has no desre to 
please God and God must intervene in his life to change him toward 
the good. At best we are stil sinners and this is why righteousness 
must be imputed to us, if there is to be any hope of salvaton. Jesus 
said, "So you also, when you have done all that is commended of you 
say 'We are unworthy servaiits,,, we have done only what was our du- 


ty" (Lk. 17:10). 
RACIAL IMPUTATION 


Imputation, whether of righteousness or of guilt, is to be un- 
derstood in a universal or racial sense. The same manner in which 
nghteousness is imputed to the Chnstan race, guilt is likewise imputed 
to the fleshly race. As we say, a person in-and-of himself 1s not neces- 
sarily righteous, we may also say that a person “in and of himself” may 
not be necessanty guilty, as respecting Adam's transgyession. Those 
who have not reached the age of accountability are not personally 
guilty of violahng any of God's positive precepts. The imputation of 
Adam's guilt is an impersonal matter, and the justice of God in main- 
tained in any event. Since the imputation of righteousness upon sinners 
fits somehow within the framework of God's system of justice, neither 
is it a violation of God's Divine nafure for him to account "guilt" upon 
all who are bom in the flesh, whether or not they have violated divine 
law. It 1s samply a matter of God exercising his sovereign right to be- 
stow grace upon whomsoever he chooses (Rom. 9-14-18). 
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THE FATE OF THE INNOCENT 

The tnfant who dies before reaching the age of accountability, 
even though under the imputation of racial guilt, will not come into 
judgment to account for such guilt. In physical death, all that was in- 
hetited from Adam, the Adamic nature, is put off "for this perishable 
nature must put on the impenshable, and this mortal nature must put 
on immortality" (i Cor. 15:53). This event leaves the soul of the infant 
blameless. In this state —- minus the Adamic nature — the innocent pos- 
sesses true righteousness. 

With "grace" as a free gift of God bestowed upon the unde- 
serving, it cannot be said that a child who dies in infancy is saved by 
grace. In the first place, the child was not lost, eternally, not having 
committed personal sins which would require God's special grace for 
its salvadon. We note again Campbell's comment: "They are thus in- 
nocent though they be, as respects actual and personal transgression, 
accounted as sinners by him who inflicts upon them the peculiar and 
appropriate wages of sin" (op. cit.). 

Again, the reckoning of guilt is to be understood in a univer- 
sal, racial sense and not personal. The wrath of God us without doubt 
upon all flesh; and where God's wrath is manifested, guilt is likewise 
present. 

We must be mindfhl that the seed of Adam's nature is bom 
into all tummamty, and in tme it will manifest itself'in personal sins com- 
mitted. And as long as man resides in the flesh, he is under the imputed 
Stafus of guilt and its penalty is sure and certain Note that the sinner 
who has been declared righteous (free from sin, perfect in Christ) mst 
stil] suffers physical death. The law of Eden cannot be abrogated. 
However, the sftushon 1s not hopeless. The inner man, the soul, enjoys 
the imputed status of Christ's nghteousness. He is destined for eternal 
life. 

Those who study the scriptures with the realizafon that it is 
God's righteousness which saves us through fasth in Christ, and not be- 
cause of nghteous deeds, which is personal, self-nghteousness, will 
have a much better apprecianon and understanding of "sa/vation by 
grace through faith in the crucified Christ’ - Contnued. 
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A 
HEARTSICKENING 
EXPERIENCE 


By Arnold Hardin 








The Sunday moming of May 19th found me in a West Texas town 
of some five thousand people. I wished to briefty visit a mece of mine 
and her husband and children. Her husband is a Baptst; but he was 
willing to attend services with us at one of the churches of Christ. I was 
told there are five such groups in that small town. 

_ The singing and the conducting of the Lord's supper was 
uplifing The spotlight was then placed on the preacher. He began by 
reading an article in the local paper written by someone of the Ministe- 
rial Allance. He was primed for bear! He announced his subject and 
my heart sank. His subject: "The Patten". He with debght tore into 
my kinsman the Baptist, and stated that rf anyone did not like what he 
was saying that he could care less! He wanted us to know that Bap- 
tists, Methodists and those hand-clapping Pentecostals were all going 
to hell because they were not following the pattern and thus the reason 
for the divisions in the religious world. 

I was in for an emotional roller-coaster nde! My emotional 
ride began with inward tears, as Christ wept over Jerusalem; Paul wept 
for his Jewish brethren who would not accept the Savior. I wept as I 
saw myself in this brother until thirty years ago when I was freed fiom 
law damnation and filly came to understand and accept God's grace in 
Christ. Yes, inwardly I cried because of the ignorance that holds such 
sway Over most of those claiming to be the only Chnstans on earth. 

But then, my inward tears tumed to ANGER! Anger directed 
at the “ole scratch" that can so easily deceive brethren into belieung we 
are under a "law/pattern”; the very concept held by the Jews thus re- 
ceiving stern warnings from Chnst, and the pleadings of Paul as it had 
been revealed to him that all such law keeping for pustification was but 
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"dung". Anger, because of the blatant hypocnsy of the speaker, in that, 
he never dared to once mention the divisions of his own brethren. Five 
congregations in that small town. Why? The answer is obvious, but 
he dared not speak of it. Each of those legalistic law-keeping groups 
believe they are sole possessors of the true and only pattem that God 
gave to be followed. Therefore, the main thrust of their lives is that of 
disfellowshipping the others that will not accept their pattem of wor- 
ship and service. 

Our “law pattern" brethren are guilty of gyievous errors! We 
can only pray that such comes from ignorance, not willful rejection of 
God's saving grace. Paul bore witness of the Jew’s zeal for God but 
not according to knowledge (Rom. 10:1-4). Because of ignorance 
Telattve to the righteousness God has provided in Christ for sinners (2 
Cor. 5:21) our brethren have dreamed up all kinds of pattems thus 
walking “according to the flesh”. 

Paul declared there to be no condemnation to those in Christ 
(Rom. 8). But WAIT A MINUTE! Tht can't be night! And so the le- 
gal mind begins a search for pattern qualificatons. But which of the 
dozens of pattems 1s the only right one? In that great eighth chapter of 
Romans Paul forever laid down heaven's pattern. Don't dare miss tt! 
Paul mentioned three laws or principles. The principle of "sin and 
death", descnbed in chapter seven; the Jaw of Moses or the principle of 
works, Inuman merit; and the gospel, the principle of life in Christ. 
Thus he says that God sent Christ in the "likeness of sinful flesh” that 
"the ordinance (requirement) of the law might be fulfilled in us, who 
walk not after the flesh, but after the Spint" (Rom. 8:1-5). Brethren 
there is the Divine pattem for jushfication/sanctificaton. But how has 
the requirement of law been "fulfilled in us"? Typical of most of the 
comments of brother Burton Coffman, page 285 of his commentary on 
Romans, is the erroneous conclusions drawn. Coffman wrote: "The 
great purpose of Christ's redemptive act was this, that men might keep 
all of the law of God. The purpose of salvation in Chnst, far from be- 
ing that of mere imputahon from without of a righteousness to man- 
kind through such a device as the sinner's faith, was, on the other hand, 
concemed with the enabling of men to observe all of God's 
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commandments in a true spirit of love and obedience, such becoming 
possible through the means here presented, that of walking after the 
Spirit and not after the flesh." 

I have great respect for this brother, but with the sweep of his 
pen he cancels the merits of the cross of Chnst. No wonder brethren 
fight like dogs over one remaining bone for their patterns. Such is their 
hope as expressed by Coffman. These ideas are rank heresy. They 
deny everything the Spint ever directed Paul to teach. The legal re- 
quirements of God's law are not fulfilled in us by our abilities to obey 
such requirements perfectly, or else, why couldn't sinners be saved by 
the law of Moses. But, those eternal requirements were fulfilled by our 
Savior on our behalf and thus the condermation of broken law Is re- 
moved by what Coffman calls "mere faith in Christ". We are saved by 
grace through faith and I stand ready to defend the truth that it is nei- 
ther "mere grace" nor "mere faith". Brethren destroy your man-made 
patterns or blueprints and trust in Chnst for that haven of "no con- 
dermation”, then live a Infe of gratrtude that will honor Him who is our 
only hope. 

2722 McCutcheon, Daallas, Texas 75227 
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DAVID DESCRIBES 
FEAR AND FAITH 


By Elmer Prout 


David and Goliath is anything but a new story. We have all 
heard the details over and over. The story doesn't get old but we may 
slip into a rut and hear only what we expect to hear. Let's look at the 
story to see if perhaps there might be a point or two we mused. 
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Fear comes by hearing just as faith does. We are well ac- 
quainted with Paul's words "Faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the 
word of God" (Rom. 10:17). But the story of David and Goliath tells 
us that our ears can also admit fear into our hearts. 

On hearing the Philistine's words, Sani and ail the Israelites were 
dismayed and terrified. ... Goliath ... stepped out from his lines and 
sbouted his usual defiance ... When the Israelites saw the man, they 
all ran from him in great fear (I Sam. 17:11, 23,24). 

The nation of Israel, from King Saul to the newest recrutt, 
acted as if the Philistine giant had the final word. They trembled as if 
his words had gathered up all the reality there could posstbly be on the 
battlefield. Because Saul and his army allowed Goliath to have the last 
word fear took over their lives. 

As we think about this moment in Israel's life we should ask 
ourselves if we allow the words of this world to fill us with fear. Every 
day is filled with news of war, revolt, terrorism, fear. Every day is filed 
with news of war, revolt, terrorism, the break up of families, and the 
breakdown of national morality. The word of this world is huge, ugly, 
and threatening. It is also true as far as it goes. 

I do not suggest that we deny the reality of the bad news 
which floods our world. I do urge us to follow David's example. He 
did not deny the reality of the giant’s nine foot heighth. He did not ig- 
nore the giant's battle epenence. But, David did refuse to permit Go- 
liath's word to define life for him. In the same way, we are not to allow 
the word fiom the modem world to drive us over the edge to terror 
and panic. Let us listen to the news biblically. That is, we should filter 
the world, national, state, and community news through God's word in 
the Bible. 

Faith declares the experience of life with the tiving God. 
Listen to the verbal encounter between David and Goliath 

Goliath “looked David over and saw that he was only a boy, nuddy 
and handsome, and he despised him. He said to David, ‘Am Ia 
dog, that you come at me with sticks? And the Philistine acsed 
David by his gods, 'Come here,’ be said, ‘and [ll give your flesh to 
Uhe birds of the air and the beasts of the field!" (I Sanz 17:42-H4) 

David was not deaf to the words of Goliath He was not blind 
to his size — he saw all mine feet of his heighth. 
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But David had heard another voice. He had experienced 
another hand — the voice and the hand of the Irving God. 

You come ... with sword ... |come against you in the name of the 

Lord Almighty ... the Lord will hand you over to me ... know that 
there is a God in Israel ... know that it is not by sword nor spear 
that the Lord saves; for the battle 1s the Lord's ... 7 Sam. 17:45-47), 

David had heard God's word in the quiet of the pasture. In the 
still of the night he had heard the heavens declare the glory of God. 
Now, amid the clamor of the battlefield and above the defiance of Go- 
liath David went on listening to the Lord. Hs reply affirmed his life 
with the living God. 

We listen for the word of God. We hear it through the Bible. 
We tum our eyes upward and hear from the heavens the same word of 
divme glory which David heard. We sing the word of God in our 
hymns, We repeat the word of God in our prayers. Good. The next 
step 1s to go on listening and, while we listen, to declare that we, every 
bit as much as David, experience life with the living God. 

In the middle of this babbling world with its giant defiant 
voices faith still comes and grows ‘by hearing the word of God.’ And 
heanng, and hearing, and hearing ... 

Faith takes a personal step for the group. King Saul heard 
about David. He called him to talk over David's willingness to chal- 
lenge the Philistine giant (I Sam. 17:31ff). David expressed his faith in 
God's power to deliver him from the giant just as he had the lion and 
bear. Saul wished David well "Go, and the Lord be with you" (I Sam 
17:37). 

But the king could not leave matters at that point. He put his 
arinor and helmet on Dawid. Good equipment Good intentions. But 
it would not work. "I cannot goin these ... Iam not used to them. So 
he took them off." David replaced the borrowed annor with his sling- 
shot and five stones. 

David was acting for the whole nation. He was not on a ciu- 
sade for personal glory. But David's method had to fit his own indi- 
vidual faith and experience with God Saul wanted to protect David 
from his youthful inexperience in battle. It was true that David had no 
experience in fighting Phiistnes BUT HE HAD HIS OWN 
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EXPERIENCE OF GOD'S POWER TO DELIVER FROM 
DANGER! 

In our eagerness to help one another we must not forget that 
we cannot believe for someone else. At the same time, we should not 
attempt to prevent others from stepping out on their own personal farth 
m God even if their faith moves in ways we may not consider to be 
wise. 

Active faith may offend passive faith. David's brothers 
were in the Israelite army. They had heard the defiance of the Philistine 
day after day. Listen to their reaction to David's expression of faith. 

When Eliab. David's oldest brother, heard him speaking with the 

men, he tioned with anger at him and asked, "Why have you 
come down here? And with whom did you leave those few sheep 
in the desert? I know how conceited you are and how wicked your 
heart is; you Came Gown only to watch the battle” (I Sam. 17:28) 

We should understand that the fear which gnpped the whole 
camp had its hold on Eliab also. The awareness of that fear tumed 
Eliab's heart bitter. And to have his youngest brother crow like this in 
front of his comrades ... It was more than Ehab could take. He ndi- 
Culed David's faith as abrasive airogance. 

With whom will we stand -- David or Eliab? The next time a 
new or younger believer expresses risky faith in contrast to our hesitant 
or trembly faith — how will we react? Will we be defenstve? Of- 
fended? Reactionary? Or will we dare to give encouragement to the 
person who is willing to put faith into daring action? Can it be that the 
Lord sends modem Davids in the excitement of their faith to challenge 
the rest of us when we stand gripped in fear and inactivity? 

P. O. Box 361, Graton, California 95444 
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We have bound volumes on hand covering the years 1990 thru 
1995 in three double year volumes. Price is still $5.00 per volume but 
the price will eventually have to change. - Editor 


There will be no issue for August. See you in September. 
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WALKING TOGETHER 
AMOS 3:3 


By Dallas Burdette PART 1 


The am of sermon making, a skill wholly mknown to the new cove- 
nant scriphres, has led its practitioners far afeld in thew ardent pursuit 
of tets. When one is fund which seems to aunt this propaganda pur- 
pose of the bour, they operate and remove it from the contextual body, 
and by injecnons of their own intellectual disnllate seek to make it de- 
velop into a new body of its own. No creafion of hounletic fartfasy bet- 
ter illustrates this than the use of Amos 3:3 by modem advocates of 
unity based upan cumformity.’ 


"Can two walk together, except they be agreed?" (Amos 3:3, KJV). 
This scripture is often quoted in sermons and journals’ conceming 
Chnstan fellowship. This passage is referred to by many God fearing 
men to justify their behavior of separation from other equally God fear- 
ing men. This scripture is alluded to to substantiate almost every divi- 
sion wittan the community of the redeemed: Individual cups versus 
common cup, grape juice versus wine, bread brealong versus bread 
pinching, divorce exception versus the non-exception, order of worship 


, Carl Ketcherside, "Except They Be Agreed,” Mission Messenger 
27 No. 11 (November 1965): 162-163. 
: J. A. McNutt, "Can We Walk Together?", Firm Foundation 102, 


no 22 (Sept. 24. 1985); 7 [567] writes. “Can two walk together, except they 
be agreed? (Amos 3:3) ... Where there is no agreement with the will of 
God, there can be no communion or fellowship with their Lord. ... It is also 
clearly stated that, "Whosoever wransgresseth, and abideth not in the 
doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of Christ, 
he hath both the Father and the Son™ (2 John 9). 

See also Ira Y. Rice, Jr, "Can Two Faiths Possibly Be 
Acceptable?”, Contending for the Faith, XXVI, no 8 (August, 1995): 
“The merest tyro acquainted with Amos 3:3 should be able to understand 
that two CANNOT walk together except they be agreed. 
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based on Acts 2:42 versus the non-order, Sunday school, instrumental 
music, Bible colleges, orphan homes, etc.;? however, this verse has 
nothing to do with the theme of unity. This verse, as interpreted by 
many, does not hannonize with other clear teachings about differences 
with the church.* Amos is simply ilhstrating the universal law of cause 
and effect! Two people do not meet and walk together (effect) with- 
out having previously made an appointment (cause) or arrangement to 
do so. 

In attempting to exegete this scripture, we must endeavor to 
place ourselves in the very position of the prophet, and study with pre- 
cise attention iis language. Where differences of opimion have pre- 
vailed, we cannot allow a priori’ assumptions of what ought to be 
found in this verse, or what ought not to be found there. The prophet 
should be permitted to explain himself; and the interpreter should not 
be so full of ideas drawn from tradition, from past ages, and from 
preachers, as to desire to find what is not mamfestly there. Cedric B. 
Johnson makes the following succinct observation § about 
presuppositions: 

My contention is that coaflicting theologjca) posihions ate in part due to 

the fact that we all approach a text, sacred or secular, with our strong 

Subertive biases. Even though we have a commitment to read the 

Bile on its own terms, and even though we want the Divine and hu- 

Tnan authors to speak for themselves, samehow we still come up with 

contradictory views of some issves ... Most people are Gamuliar with the 

idea of "seang' what you want to see or viewing a situation through 

“colored glasses". The assumpton is that our perceptions of the real 

world can be distorted at times.” 
: See Garland Elkins, "Changing Attitudes Toward Fellowship", in 
Bobby Liddell, Editor, Changes In The Church of Christ (Austin 
McGary & Co., 1994), 140, Where he writes: 

Are the faithful churches of Christ and the denominations agreed? 
If not, how can there be fellowship between them? Are the faithful 
brethren and erring brethren agreed? If not, how can there be fellowship 
between them? Amos wrote, "Can two walk together, except they be 
agreed?" (Amos 3:3} 

: See I Corinthians 8 and Romans 14 & 15. 
; pre-or'e, "Made before or without examination; not supported by 
factual study.“ 
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The sole question with the interpreter of Amos must be: what 
meaning did he intend to convey by the word, “agreed"? No satisfac- 
tory conclusion can be reached as long as we allow ourselves to be 
mastered by subjective (personal) opinion of the import of the word, or 
by assuinptions of what interpreters think that the prophet ought to 
have meant. One must appeal to a closer view of the prophet's histon- 
cal standpoint. One's exposition must not be distorted through the 
“spectacles” of one's orthodoxy. The argument expoused by many de- 
vout Chnstians is based upon the King James translation. Another ren- 
denng of this verse should help in arriving at a correct exegesis of the 
passage: "Do two walk together unless they have made an appoint- 
ment?” (NRSV). 

Applying correct principles of interpretation will assist in a 
proper understanding of this misused passage to uphold division within 
the various movements seeking to be true to the word of God. Em- 
ploying sound hermeneutcal principles will enable one to draw out of 
this scripture what the prophet said rather than read into this passage 
one's own ideas, likes, and prejudices. Gordon D. Fee's assessment of 
the contemporary situation 1s full of insight. 

The exegete who is doing his or her work property is forever asking the 
question: But what is the point? What is the author driving at? That 
1S, One Is always rainng the queshon of the author's uitent. At the same 
ume, it is to be oped that one is also asking questions about the con- 
tent, questions of lexicogyaphry, Svlitax, background, and so forth. Fur- 
ther, one is also wary of over-exegeting ~—- for eample, finding 
something that would stapger the author were he informed someone 
has found it in his writmgs, or building a theology upon the use of 
greposifion, or discovering meaning in what was no said.’ 
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 

This article addresses two of the above principles emmerated 
by Fee: background and lexicography. The historical background of 
the passage in question sheds light on the meaning to be attached to the 
word "agreed" (lexical meaning). First, Amos was a crizen of Judah, 


: Cedric B. Johnson. 7he Psychology of Biblical Interpretation 


(Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1983), 42. 
‘j Gordon D. Fee, Gospel! and Spirit: Issues in New Testament 
Hermeneutics (2nd ed., Peabody, Mass.,: Hendrickson, 1994), 17. 
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he prophesied in the Northem Kingdom. The first verse of the proph- 
ecy, together with 7:10-13, places the prophet in the middle of the 
eighth century (760 B.C.) with Uzaah of Judah and Jeroboam Ii of Is- 
rael. Jeroboam was fourteen years contemporary with Amazah and 
twenty-seven years contemporary with Uzziah, both kings of Judah. 
Jeroboam's religious leadership, like the first Jeroboam, intentionally 
encouraged the practices of fertility cults (2 Kg. 14:24-25). The soaal 
life of the nation was portrayed by adultery, theft, and murder by the 
government, as well as by indsviduals wrhun the nation. 

Amos disclosed the spirtual corruption under the religious for- 
makism and material prosperity of the time (5:12, 21). He rebuked the 
leaders for the deterioration of social justice and morality: "They sell 
the righteous for silver, and the needy for a pair of sandals. They tram- 
ple on the heads of the poor as upon the dust of the ground and deny 
justice to the oppressed”...(2:6b-7a). Again, "You tum justice into bit- 
temess and cast righteousness to the ground" (5:7) 

In chapter 7, Amos reveals to us that Amaziah, the pnest of 
Bethel, accused him of raising a conspiracy in the Northern Kingdom. 
Amos responded to this accusation by saying: "I was neither a proph- 
et's son, but I was a shepherd, and I took care of sycamore-fig trees. 
But the Lord took me from tending the flock and said to me, 'Go 
prophesy to my people Israel" (7:14-15). Amazah dismissed Amos as 
a prophet for hire whom he need not take seriously (7:12) 

Beginning with chapters 1 and 2, Amos proclaims God's ven- 
geance upon Damascus (1:3), Gaza (1:6), Tyre (1:9), Edom (1:11), 
Ammon (1:13), Moab (2:1), Judah (2:4), and Israel (2:6). God ac- 
cused Judah for rejecting God's law and not keeping his decrees (2:4); 
Israel was condemned by God for their social mpustices (2:6b). The 
first eight verses of chapter three comtains two messages. These mes- 
sages provide the background and purpose to the prophet's activity. 
First, Amos reminds the Israelites that their deliverance out of Egypt 
was strictly as a result of God's grace (3:1-2). An excellent commen- 
tary on these two verses 1s recorded in the book of Luke. Jesus says: 
‘..From everyone who has been given much, much will be demanded; 
and from the one who has been entrusted with much, much more will 
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be asked" (Lk. 12:48b). God bestowed upon Israel many privileges: 
salvation from slavery, special relationship with Himself} and new land 
flowing with milk and honey. God called Judah to serve Him and to 
represent Him and His holiness to other nations, but they failed in their 
responsitilines. Thus God sent Amos to get their attention through the 
use of cause-and-effect arguments. 

@ Do two walk together (effect) unless they have agreed to do so (cause)? 
(v-3) 

@ Does a lion roar (effect) in the thicket when he has no prey 

(cause)? Does he growl (effect) in bis den when he has canght noth- 
Ing (case)? (v-4,5). 

e@ Doesa bird fall (effect) into a tap on the ground where no snare 
has been set (cause)? Does a trap spring up from the earth (effect) 
when there is acting to catch (cause)? (v-5) 

e@ When a tnompet sounds (cause) in a city, do not the people 
tremble (effect)? When disaster (effect) comes to a city, has not the 
Lord cansed it? (v4). 

@ The lion has coared (effect) who will not fear (case)? The Sov- 
ereign Lord has spoken (case), who can but prophesy (effect)? (v-8). 

"The divine appointment is that inevitably the sin and its pun- 
ishment must meet," writes Carl Ketcherside.* With these illustrations, 
Amos presses the reaction between cause and effect. For Amos all ti- 
bustranons are self-evident truths, acknowledged by all. 

The cause and effect arguinent in 3:3 is a depiction of two men 
wallang together. His argument is this: The plausibility of two men 
walking together would not occur unless they previously made an ar- 
rangement (appointment) to do so. Chnstan wnter Leroy Garrett has 
penned some compelling words that need to be heard. 

The verse in question is the first of these cause-and-effect steps. Two 
men walk sogether (effect) becanise they have made an appointment ~ 
or because they have agreed to meet (cause) 

The poum betng mace is that Amos, only a herdsman and farmer, is 
prophesying (effect) because he has a Very good ceasou — the Lord has 
Spoken, Calhng him as a prophet (cause). If one can underSamd that 
two men will not be meefing in a remote airport terrana) unless they 
have made arrangements, then he would be able to understand that 
Amos would not be prophesying if the Lord had not calledhim. A lion 


. Carl Ketcherside, "Except They Be Agreed,” Ibid. 162 
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Goes not roar for no reason, nor are people frightened without a cause. 
Since I am prophesying, it is becasse the Lord has called me. This is 
what Amos is saying.” 

To illustrate the “airport terrmnal" scenano, in April 1988, I 
agreed to meet Ervin Waters, who is from Texas, in Bumingham, Al, 
at the airport on Sunday moming at 8:30 AM. We met, we talked, 
we walked. Thus our walking together (effect) came about as the re- 
sult of an appointment (cause) previously made. Again, "Do two walk 
together, unless they have made an appootment?” (Amos 3:3, RSV). 
This verse has nothing to do with our agreement on the scriptures. 
Yet, Amos 3:3 is utilized to maintain castigation, censure, ostracism, 
and removal of those from fellowship who do not concur with one's 
so-called orthodox view of Holy Wit. This verse is cited by many sin- 
cere, godly men to mamtain the purty of the party spint. 

P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


FROM OUR READERS 


Orange, Texas 

Please contmie sending the Ensign to me. Only the Bible in. 
terests me more. We need more publications such as this to help free 
men's minds from the captivity of denommnatons and lead them to free- 
dom in Chnst our Lord. - Davrry Mott 


Editor's Note: It has been our goal from the beginning to free the minds of 
our brethren who have been caught up in sectarianism ard legalism. With 
the support of brethren like yourself I am conjfident that we will succeed 


Cullman, Alabama 


A friend of mine gave me a copy of Ensign of winch I enjoy 
very much. One article I appreciated was in the March 1996 issue en- 
titled When You Outgrow Your Church (by Cecil Hook, RLK). Keep 


‘ Leroy Garrett, "Can Two Walk Together Except They Be 
Agreed,” Restoration Review, vol. 17, no 7 (September, 1975), 123. 
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up the good work. Enclosed is a check for ten dollars. Please enroll 
me in a subscnption for two years. - Name Withheld 


From the Edfitov : This is the only means we have of advertising the Ensign, 
i.e., brethren passing along copies to other brethren. Let's encourage others 
fo Go the scone. 


San Antonio, Texas 

t contime to eryoy your publication. The timely, rich articles 
are cool, refresmng waters to many thirsty souls. My wife and I look 
forward to receving your publication because it generally presents 
truths in a new or different light and, always, provides food for 
thought. As such I am enclosing a check for continued subscnptions. 
Thank your for your splendid work; please contime it. May our God 
richly bless you and your work both now and at that Great Day. 
- Gary D. Nam 


DeFuniak Springs, Florida 

Dear Bro. Kilpatick: I have been reading/enjoying and bene- 
fitting from articles in the ENSIGN for several years. Thank you and 
each contibutor for a job well done! - Albert Fleetwood 


Editor: These are the hand of letters that keep us gomg. Thanks. 


TPT Pf Pf 

Suyder, Texas 

Dear Brother Kilpatrick. I want you to know that your edito- 
nal in the latest issue of ENSIGN was super in every way. The Righ- 
teousness of God is a subject that not enough of the world knows 
about. It was so good that I want thirty copies of that one issue to give 
to some of my brethren and acquaintances. I had accepted what you 
wrote about several years back ‘and you did a terrific job of putting it 
into words -- thank you very much, brother. I dont see how anyone 
could not accept your thesis the way you put it and they ought all to 
write and thank you. - George R Clark 
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FAITH AND WORKS 
By Neal Griffin 


After we have done all that we can, we are yet unworthy. We 
must yet fall back on faith by grace for salvation. Is this arguing for 
faith only salvation? I think not. The apostles emphasized faith and 
good works. Jesus emphasized faith and good works. The New Tes- 
tamentt writings all emphasized faith and good works. So, why would 
anyone wish to emphasize arrytinng less? 

The Bible says tht a saving faith is a faith that demonstrates it- 
self. It is a light that cannot be put under a basket. It must be evi- 
denced by a new birth and a renewed mind (John 3:3; Rom. 12:2). It 
produces fruit for God (Rom. .7:4). It declares Christ openly (Rom 
10:10). It serves the Lord with a boiling spit (Rom 12:11). It is 
characteristic by thinking like the Spirit (Rom. 8:5). It is Irving in the 
Spirit (Rom. 8:11). This is what the Bible declares. These things come 
from the Word of God. 

But, what do men say? Men say that you must be bor again, 
but it's O.K. if you are not. Men say that farth only should be empha- 
sized. Men say that mental acquiesance to the fact of Jesus is all that is 
necessary for etemal salvaton. Men say that every tree that does not 
produce good fruit will NOT be cast into the fire. Men say that the 
foolish builders’ houses will not collapse. 

in canclusion, doesn't it seam reasanabie that if faith only saves there 
would be at least ane example in the Bible of a saved person whose faith WAS 
NOT_ demonstrated? But, there is nota single such example. And to the con- 
trary, there are mumerous examples of saved anes whose faith WAS demon- 
Stated The same faith that saves is the farth that generates 200d works. 
Good works are the by-products of saving faith — the evidence of it. James ar- 
gued that his good works were indicators of his faith Why would anyone ar- 
gue othermise? Men teach that saving faith does not oeed to be demonstratrad, 
The Bible teaches that a saving faith demonstrates tteelf Whom shal] we be- 
heve ? 

105 14 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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GOD'S REJECTION OF THE JEWS 
By RL. Kilpatrick 


In the Roman letter Paul sets aside chapters 9 and 10 to ex- 
plain why the Jews had been rejected, and why their rejection was not 
contrary to the promises made to their forefathers. In chapter 9 he 
points out that it was God's sovereign right to bestow the blessings of 
Abraham upon those who "believed" in Christ rather than upon fleshly 
Israel. Then, beginmmng with verse 30 and contmuing throughout chap- 
ter 10, Paul sets forth the second and third reasons why God rejected 
Israel. 


They were rejected because of their amstaken notion concern 
ing righteousness, "Because they did not pursue it through faith, but as 
if it were based on works" (9:32). Since the tighteousness of God is 
God's perfection, and smce to attain righteoumess is to attam perfec- 
tion, it leaves us wondering how the Jews could seek righteousness 
through law, knowing that they had not kept the law perfectly. Even 
so, the knowledge that they had sinned and fei] short of the laws re- 
quirements did not deter their attempt to become righteous by works 
of obedience to law. They reasoned that even though they may have 
failed in their personal effort to climb the ladder to perfect nghteous- 
ness, that God would save them anyway because they were Abraham's 
seed and therefore God's special, chosen people. Did they not have the 
law, the covenants, patriarchs, promises, circumcision, prophets, and 
the worship? In view of this, God will save us in spite of our sins — so 
reasoned the Jews. 


The great fallacy with this line of reasoning is that the Jews 
gave no cfedit to God's grace in salvation. They attuibuted it to their 
Own goodness, that they were God's special people because of their n- 
berent worth (else why would God have chosen them!?) They still believed 
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that their standing with God was due to an achieved ngifousness by wods of 
the law — instead of salvation by a fice gift of God's grace. 

But Pau! points out that to be nghteous does not mean to be 
parhally nghteous, for "the man who practices the nghteousness which 
is based on law shall live by it" (Rom. 10:5; Lev. 18:3); meammg that 
he who seeks the righteousness outlmed in Jaw aust live PERFECT- 
LY by the Jaw, and since they failed to keep it perfectly, they anust for- 
fett the righteousness found therem Yes, there was tnly a 
righteousness found in Jaw, but there was no righteousness BY Jaw be- 
cause the law was "weak mm the flesh" (Rom. 8:3) — this means because 
of sins committed through fleshly tust. 


And being ignorant of the righteousness that comes from God, 
and seelang to establish their own, they did not subunt to God's 
righteousness (Rom. 10:3) 


The Jews attempted to established a personal righteousness through 
law, but Pau! refers to this kind of nghteousness as "refuse" in Phil. 3:8. 
It was refuse because it was tainted by sin and therefore imperfect. Sin 
and righteousness are opposites. The righteousness that saves is God's 
own righteousness that he offered in Chnist as a free gift, which offer 
they refused ... and were rejected. Israel's would not Jet go of their per- 
sonal righteousness to accept the righteousness of God. They hard- 
ened ther hearts againt the very Being who offered them 
nghteousness as a free grit. 

Now Pau! tums to another reason why the Jews were rejected. 


UNBEI IEF 


In Romans 10:14,15, when Paul asked, "how can they call 
upon him in whom they have not believed... believe in whom they 
have not heard ... hear without a preacher, etc., he was not teaching a _ 
lesson on how the Jews were to progress toward faith (even though 
this is the normnal route), as if this course had not alreadv taken place m 
Israel He is saying that these things had already been done! "Have 
they not heard?" asks Paul. "Indeed they have" (vs. 18). Jesus had 
ALREADY come down ftom heaven and preached the good news, 
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and they were without excuse because the very essentdals for faith had 
been delivered. When Jesus said to John's disciples, "Go and tell John 
what you hear and see: the blind receive their sight and the lame walk, 
dlepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, and the dead are caised up, and 
the poor have the good news preached to them” (Mat, 11:4-6). He ts 
saying, here is your evidence, what more do you need? 

It would be misleading to say that the Jews rejected their Mes- 
siah because of a lack of mental conviction that Jesus was who he 
claimed to be, for this would mean that a lack of evidence was set be- 
fore them to enable them to believe. How can one be held responsible 
for unbelief if the evidence is insuffcient? But this was not the case, 
“because many even of the authorities believed in him, but for fear of 
the Pharisees they did not confess tt, lest they should be put out of the 
synagogue: for they loved the praise of men more than the praise of 
God" (John 12:42,43). Here is the prime reasson why the Jews re- 
jected their Messiah - PRIDE! It wasn't a lack of mental conviction, 
but a faihire to acknowledge their belief'in him. Even though they be- 
lieved, they were classified as "unbelievers." One ts Counted as an un- 
believer if he favs to act upon his conviction. 

Since belief (faith) is the body of knowledge of Christ in the 
heart, then it seerns that “unbelief” should be the rejection of that body 
of knowledge, 1.e., a failure to acknowledge that Jesus is Lord. Unbe- 
lief does not necessanly mean a lack of convichon in view of convinc- 
ing evidence. For if the evidence had been insufficient to produce farth, 
then Paul could not have blamed the Jews for not accepting Christ. 
Where evidence ts sufficient, the mind does not have contro! over what 
it will accept or reject as truth, Man has control only over what he will 
DO with truth, not whether his mind will accept it. Clear evidence can- 
not be demed. This is why the man was a "fool who said in his heart, 
there is no God", because all the evidence in creation, reason, and con- 
science pointed to the truth of God's existence. To deny plain evidence 
makes one a fool. Therefore Jewish unbelief has to mean pnmanily the 
REJECTION of Jesus as Lord rather than a lack of conviction con- 
cermng his Detty. God "gave them up" because of the hardness of 
their heart - Continued in next issue. 

2710 Day Road, Humtsvile, Alabama 35801 
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By Ebner Prout 


The book I had ordered did not artve when I had expected it. 
I had been counting on it to provide me with stimulating new insights. 
In facts, I had set aside two hours for uninterrupted ceacing. 

What a let down! What was I to do? 

My eyes moved restlessly over the study bookshelves. Vol- 
une after volume stood waiting to be read again. But I knew the pub- 
heaton dates — nothing more recent than last December ... I was 
determmed to keep up with the very latest developments in biblical stu- 
dies. Why couldn't publishers get things shipped on schedule? 

My eyes contimved their wandenng. A title came into focus. 
We Have Ths Treasure. I remembered that book very well. Pau 
Scherer's 1943 Yale Lectures on Preaching. 1943. That was seven 
yeais before mid-century. What could a book that old have to say to 
me this close to the end of the century? 


I started to tum away. Perhaps I could at least find a cnrent 
jour) or magazine. But a word fiom Jesus pulled me back. 


Therefore every teacher of the law who has been mstucted 

about the kingdom of beaven ts like the owner of a bouse who 

brings out of his storehouse new treasures as well as old. 

Matthew 13:52 3 

"New... as well as old." I looked at the Lord's statement rnore closely. 
I was quite taleen by the word "new" but here Jesus set the word "ald" nght be- 
side my favorite. Can it be that the new and the old belong together? Is it pos 
able that Jesus knows that this is not an either/or mater? Is the Lord time us 
that as cifizens of his kmgdarmn we maist make room for both the new and old? 

Yes! 
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In bis Devotional Guide to Matthew, John Kallnger suggests a prayer 
m the hight of Matthew 13:52 — 

The old and the new, Lord How wonderful if all people were 

SO open to both the past and the future, and could draw upan 

one while fearmng of the other. Grant that I may mauttain a 
thought and taught in the past and receptivity for all the emer- 

gent factors which make for a new onder m my tre. 
Through Jesus, who said we could leam fram him. Amen. 


Well, the new book still hasn't arrived. But while ] am waiting for the 
new the old is at hand Hows this for a tuneless idea: "... there are times when 
the very first word to be uttered about God is not love, not personality, but 
aiySezy and transcendence ... The world has not got bigrer than He is. It has 
got bigger than our idea of Him. And we have to climb.” 

P. O. Box 361, Gren, Calorie os 


THE LORD'S MONEY 
By Gary D. Nuan 


I don't recall how many times I heard the phrase "the Lord's 
money” or “the Lord's treasury” as I grew up in a smal) Alabama con- 
gregafion. It seemed to me there had always been a “Lord's treasury” 
and once we put money into the collection plate, it became the Lord's. 
It was no longer ois because it was then "holy" to be spent doing "the 
Lord's work". We are doing the work of the Lord by gjving back to 
Him 2 portion of what He had so generously blessed us with. It 
seemed so. It seemed scmptural and "sound," we said, because it was 
right there in I Cor. 16:1-4 for all to see. It was all very plain back then. 
It was easy because there were some things one just didn't question. 

It never dawned on us back then that the Lord didn't need our 
money. In fact, the Lord doesn't need amythng we have or own. 
That's nght! Everything is already his -- all that we have or could ever 
have belongs to God. We are the ones who are in need, God surely 
doesn't need money. Instead, He wants us to love Him foremost be 
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cause He first loved us. Then He wants us to love our neighbor as 
ourselves, especially those of the household of faith, and have con- 
passion enough to help them. That's what 1 Cor. 16:14 has always 
taught But we couldn't see it. 


Henneneics, applied correctly, bears ths out without a 
doubt. A "patterp” then is most definitely and clearly shown in the 
apose’s letter. The pattern is this: The money was beng laid by (in 
store by each person) unt the apostle came to pick it up. He would 
then take it to Chnstans who needed finds desperately due to a fam- 
ine. That's what the passage taught then and what they teach today. 
What's more, that’s about it for the "money pattern” in our sevice to 
God 

So, what have we done? Have we wmsbtuted something here 
and called it something it isn't? Have we twisted something a little 
here, claimmg the scripture's “authonze" such a thing as "the Lord's 
treasury” when, in reality such a thing is nowhere found in the New 
Covenant? Have we not used this scripture, as we have others 
(through the power of hermeneutics — the man-made rules of biblical 
interpretahon) to justify somethmg we were already doing? Having 
justified a treasury, we then tum around and use the "Lord's money" to 
pay the expenses of a building made of wood, stone or brick that we 
say we need to "worship God" m? Where's the pattern on this one? 
Expediency? Again, you've got to go to man's rule book of herme- 
neutics to justify it, because it isn't m the scriptures either! Why, we're 
doing the same thing the rest of the denommnatons (out of wich we 
came 100+ years ago) are doing, aren't we? And we wouldn't pervert 
the word of God? Wake up folks. 

Don't we know that we humans are the building the Lord is 
concemed about! We are the temple He shed His precious blood for. 
We are the Irving stones joined to God's chief cornerstone._ My, My. 
Why do we worry about how mich we need to "grve to the Lord” to 
take care of a buildme we built to worship Him in? The disciples were 
vnpressed with the beauty of one such man-made structure, you'll re- 
call. Jesus wasn't impressed with it. Instead, He tore open the curtain 
(the veil of the temple at his death) and later brought the whole 
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building (temple system) down! It was symbolically and literally the 
end (fulfillment) of a special era of worship, in a special place, in a spe- 
cial way under the law of Moses. Under the law of liberty, we can 
worship in spvit and in truth, amytume and anywhere ~ no cluirch build- 
ing required ~ to serve our Lord and edify one another! 

8005 Forest Catin, San Antomo, Texas 78233 


BUMPER STICKER LOGIC 


By Dale McCreighi 

I recently saw a bumper sticker that said, "Do you understand 
what you believe?" After reflecting on this for a few moments, I 
couldn't help but-wonder how many "church members” could tnithfully 
give a positive response to that gestion. The question seems to antici- 
pate the residence of that rather annoying area in the minds of most of 
us which would be designated, "I'm not ceally sure." 

To admit that one does not understand what he believes would 
be somewhat self debasing, even to the point of being considered fool- 
ish, or stupid. To question one's understanding would tend to put his 
belief in jeopardy. And that would be fatal ... etemally speaking, be- 
cause he knows{?) he amst “believe,” since he perceives belief, for 
which he is solely responsible, to be a condition of salvation. There- 
fore, having been taught that belief is an entity, or property which can 
be possessed, and that possession of it depends upon a subjective hu- 
man decision to acquire it, he convinces himself of the reality of his 
possessing faith by choosing to demonstrate it. He is therefore logical- 
ly forced to answer "yes" to the question, since it would be impossible 
to demonstrate something he doesn't understand. 

I think the above scenario, which I nmst admit approaches ab- 
surdity, comes close to explaining the hesitancy many have in senously 
entertaiming the possibility that the system of religion to which they 
desperately hold could be flawed. It could even be responsible for the 
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sometimes boring, unutteresting, and rather shallow atmosphere in 
many Bible school classes across the country. "After all, we have the 
truth ... why bother discussing it, and most of all — raising the possibil- 
ity of a threat to our feeling of security?” 

All this is evidence of the legalistic influence of understanding 
belief'as "doing what you're supposed to." And most often, the validity 
of the idea of "doing what you're supposed to." isn't the result of heed- 
ing the mfence of the Holy Spit..." But if the Smnt of tum that 
raised up Jesus from the dead dwell in you, he that raised up Chnst 
from the dead shall also quicken your mortal bodies by his Spint that 
dwelleth in you" (Rom. 8:11), but rather of talang the word of some- 
one of whom you are persuaded (for whatever reason) has more ability . 
and expertise in the area of truth perception than you. 

1100 Lamar Street, Sweetwater, Texas 79556 


HOW DO YOU BELIEVE. 
ABOUT RESURRECTION? 


By George R. Clark 


Editor's Note: I'm not sure that I understand the object of bra. Clark's ar- 
ticle concerning the resurrection, but it is obvious that he has sperd a 
lot of ame and study of the subject and for this reason we will haar 
him out. 


Do you fear death? Do you wonder when you will be resur- 
rected? Or do you know that when you were baptzed into Chnst you 
were resurrected once for all time? What about the hereafter? The 
Bible comtams a vast amount of scripture dealing with various aspects 
of the above questions and it is not my intent to deal with all the scrip- 
tures that have led to the common belief of this day and time about res- 
urrection. I only want to introduce some thoughts which may be at 
odds with and foreign to your thinking, but I believe my conclusions 
are valid and more tn kine with Bible teachnngs. 
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A few weeks ago I wrote a letter to a brother in Chnst and I 
wish to quote from that letter at this time. 

A study of 1 Corinthinans 15 can be a very exhausting and 

time conswmmng eqenence and espeaialty when trying to under- 
stand verses 35-58. I know what is preached from pulpifs and 
taught in classes, but I cannot go along with what las came 
through to me over the years. It amounts to — "you have to die 
physically in arder to go to heaven and be with God", but, to me, 
that is deceptive when the rest of the Bible is considered ~Tins 
brings me to ask the questian — Have you considered the possibil- 
ity that 1] Cor. 15:35-58 is referring to (or fits or compliments) 
what St Paul writes about or what takes place m Romans 
6:1-23? While "lodang at" the passage, we have spent many 
hours studying it, in I Cor. 15 it cames to und that such may be 
the case I would very mich lie for you to see if you could con- 
cur with this thmlang.” 

In his repty the good brother stated that in his mind he could 
not tie J Cor. 15 and Romans 6:1-23 together although he had tried his 
best. It appeared that his thinking coincided with what J had taught 
through the years. f will not go mto another matter he mentioned 
which may have a direct beanng on this. When I answered his letter I 
wrote as follows: 

Tymg I Cor. 15 and Roamans 6 together is rather difficul, as 1s 
any other attempt to explam something from the Bible that is new 
or foregp to the thmking of a person heanng or learmmng about 
something for the first time... When we attempt to undersind 
obscure Bible passages we must explore every avenue and to my 
way of thmking [ Cor. 15 is among the most obscure. 

“What you sow does not come to life unless it dies.” ... The 

body that is sown is pershabk, it is raised mopenshable; it is 
sown mi dishonor, it is raised in glory; it is sown in weakness, It Is 
raised in power, it is sown a aafural body, #t is raised a spirihial 
body.” “flesb and blood cannot mhent the kingdam of God, nor 
does perishable mhetit the mmpenshable." The above quotations 
are from I Cor. 15:36.42-44.50 NIV. Read Romans 6:3-6 and 
followmg verses. Try % visualize m your mid just what takes 
place — what really happens when one puts on the Chnst in bap- 
tism? We did not die a physical death, but, in a mammer of 
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speaking, we died with Chnst and we were caised with him in a 
bkeness his resurexticon. ~Througb baphsm mito Chnst we be- 
came a spiritual bemg (Christ is spint). Afier we are baptized 
mito Chnst we hive as a spintual bemg subject to temptations just 
as Chnst was when he was a Spiritual beng in a flesh and blood 
body. Baptism into Christ changes us into immortal beings. We 
are with Chnst now! The Spint tumself testifies with our spirit 
that we are God's children (Rosn. 8:16). We are eanapped to 
withstand tempahons msofar as we are able to exest contol over 
our hustful, our prideful and desirous ways. Even so, we live in 
mortal bodies and we are immortal in the sense that God has 
promsad us we will live forever. 

God be praised for the words taught by the Spirit expressing spiral 
truths in spiritual words and the wisdam to understand them. I praise God for 
the wisdom He has given me to understand what I believe from both the 
O.T. and the N.T. 1 am in conhmious exarmmnaton of nry biblical un- 
derstanding, old beliefs, doctninal traditional or otherwise with which I 
grew up = things that did not agree with what I read in the Bible — 
thmgs that no preacher could explain beyond what he had been taught 
in some school of preaching or semanary. This is not to say that no 
preacher could explain — only those I knew. 

St. Paul and St. Peter, in their letters, write about things that 
will take place in the fisture, and both of them (as do other wiiters) 
Point out, munerous times, that what was "to take place” was immi- 
nent. For example, in Hebrews 9:28 we are told "Christ was sacrificed 
once to take away the sins of many people; and he will appear a second 
time not to bear sin, but to bring salvation to them who are waiting for 
bm" In their letters they mention "the last days” and those were the 
last days of the Jewish nation, ther everything, not the end of the world 
as we are taught but the end of the Jemsh nation, them world as they 
knew it in their day. 

Through mary many bours of Bible study it is my belief that I, 
and my study group have gleaned something of great ventty. Whether 
or not this thesis has been put forth in the past I have no way of know- 
ing. As stated earier in this article general teaching, preachmg and 
thinlang on the covered subject certainly does not ring tue with believ- 
ers who have put their minds to understanding what St. Paul wrote to 
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the church at Corinth in his first letter chapter 15, or for that matter 
many other places in the Bible. 
3508 Kerrville Averme, Snyder, Texas 7954] 








We would be the last to discourage bra. Clark and his group in their 
search of scripture for some new and/or possible mrésunderstood concept of 
the resurrection, But we would caution them to go slow in their search for 
hidden meanings contrary to the scholarship of the ages. - Editor 


FEEDBACK 


El Reno, Oklahoma 


T enjoy reading the paper very much and think you are nght on target 
Lately, I have been reading a lot of the writings of Aleemder Campbell it is 
unforfiimate that the heus of the cestordhon movement are not aware of the 
grounds on which rt was founda I have been nadmg Campbell's debate with 
Owen and it is same of the best for understanding what the real "care" ideas of 
the faith are. The 1856 vohime of the Millennial Harbmger has same excellent 
articles by Campbell's son-in-law, Robert Richardson, about what sound doc- 
trine really is. Have you read these articles? 

Campbell made an atteresting stafement when he and Barton Stane 
had same differences over accepting the unsynersed when he said, "If, bowev- 
ef, My wnifing with any one sect would shut me out from all others, which hold 
the chnstian wstitutions ever so anperfectty, I would choose rather to stand 
aloof fiom that sect than fiom all others." Carmpbell took same pretty strong 
stands at times, but when backed mto a comer, so to speak, in his dispute with 
Stone, he took a mutch milder stance as evidenced m this quote. - James D. 
Shaw 


I don't beleve I've read this portion of Campbell's MH. - Editor 
Enid, Oklehomu 


Greefings m the name of our precious Lord, Jesus. 
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I am moving the end of July and don't want to miss an issue of the 
"Ensen." After 59 years in one place my wefe and ! have sold out and are 
moving to eastern Oklahoma among the trees and by a lake. May God's grace 
and peace be with yon always. - Roger Woodward 


Sound ike a well desaved rest. - Editor 


La Salle, Ontario 


Eareka! I have discovered "Ensign”. 

For years I have been a Rebel, a burr under the saddle of argamzed 
church of Chnst rehgion. My wafe of 53 years and ¥ have lived many different 
places in the U.S. and Canada. We have placed membership and partidpated 
in worship services in all of those places. We have studied to show ourselves 
approved, handling anght the word of God. We have made friends only to 
lose them with my vanance with the argamzed tradifonal teaching of those 
ciurches. I had come to the conchisan that I was the only one on eath to 
thmk as I do. And then I met R. L. Greenhow and we have had a general 
meeting of the minds. He has loaned my wife and I about fifty copies of En- 
sign and we are elated to find mary others who feel as we do. - Robert L. 
Underwood 


Again, the best way to advertise the Ensign is to pass along copies to paten- 
tal subscribers. If you need copies to pass out, give usa buz. There's a 
lot of people out there who need to know they are not alone in their search 
Jor the love of God and his grace in a hostile world, both in and out of the 
church. We just need to reach them with the corndorting words of Jesus, 
"Come unto me all ye that labor and are heavily laden and I will give you 
rest." - Editor 


Phoenix, AZ 


Please cease sendmg me the Ensign I have emjoyed your publication 
thry the years, but find that smce I no Janger atrend a Clnirch of Chnst, that the 
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issues addressed mn the Ensign have less and less relevance to me as a Chnstzan 
since there are issues that aie, for the most part, umque to the Churches of 
Christ. This is m no way a depradation of the Ensign or of the fine articles that 
have appeared m your pubbcation IJ praise the Lard that your publicafian ex- 
ists and 1 hope and pray that it will cantime to enlighten those m the Churches 
of Christ who tread the paths of legahsn. At this pomt m my Chnshan walk, 
when the issues and controversies of the Churches af Chnst no longer plague 
me, the Ensign primanily serves to remmd me of my times m the Churches of 
Chmst when I focused on anythmg tut Chnst_ I prefer to look ahead to the 
@eiomn [ have m Christ mstead of back to the bandage taught m the Churches 
of Chnst... May the Lord canfimie to bless your work. - Russel Paden 


It would seon that since bro. Paden is fed up with Church of Christ legal- 
ism, this would be the best reason of all to cortiwe reading the Ensign. 
We too are fed up with legalism in the church but instaad of "going over 
the hill", as Carl Ketcherside used to say, we prefer to stay and do combdl 
with this type of spiritual "bondage". It’s the sick that need a physician I 
pray that bro. Paden will find peace and a church that is free of "issues", 
and if he finds it, I hope he will let us know which one it is. - Editor 


Putsfield, Mass. 

I must tell you that I have thoroughly enjoyed each issue as It is re- 
carved. It is difficult to put one down before oomsurmng it m its entirety. I have 
particularly enjoyed your new series on Romans. Keep them cammns. 

It is great to be able to read a magazine devoted) to the therne (Grace) 
of the scriptures. If it is possible I would like more articles by such writes as 
Rov Key, Jim Albert, Ceal Hook, and those who are perhaps outsae the 
sphere of your general group of contributors. And articles that go into more 
depth such as Dallas Burdette. Anyway feed us what you can. I have not 
came across an issue yet that I would not recommend to anyme... - 
Richard T. Johnson 
I just hope that the writers merdianed by Bro, Johnson will take notice and 
heed the request for more article. What you say and stand for does not go 
unncaced, even though we sometimes fail to give prope Cadi; but we 
PTT REE ETN CPINIRIE: 5 - Editor 
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Poplor Bluff, MO 
Thank you for ENSIGN, which is always exoouragmm and 


Your lessans on Romans are enlightenmg, and seam to cuntimie to be 
orcessary. It has taleen me a long time to mitellectualty and emotoually grasp 
the lesson of salvation by grace through farth (and not by works of aghteous- 
ness winch we have done, but, rather, in order to do good works in Chnst). 

My teachers have placed a template, as it were, over most of Romans 
throughout my Cunstian life which made tt almost impassible for me to under- 
stand the subject. I leamed that the Holy Spint adwells the Chnstian more 
easily and much earlier m infe. I thmk this was because I didn't hear (or hsten 
to) such cepedtive and convotuted reascnmg on this subject. I was able to 
read the text, and J accepted it as it was written 

I thank God for the Bible, his Holy Spirit, and all those human bemgs 
(his angels, perhaps?) along the way who have helped me to mafure in Chnst 
You and your ENSIGN writers aie same of those human bemgs/angels! ~ 
well, as 90 mahuity m Chnst, perhaps I should have said I am maturing in 
Chnst. - Franke Shanks 


es cs i a ees ee sees ee ee = 
ee ee ee ee 


Frankie's laters have always been a source of encouragong and inspira- 
tion to us here at Ensign, Her lates to writes of Ensign, and to writes of 
other pubkcution, is a ministry that has value that only the writas then 
salves can understand and appreciate She is correct in her observation 
that lesons on Romans, i.e., salvation by grace through faith, continues to 
be necessary—<ven after 2000 years of Bible study. - Editor 
fHptpittettttid te ttt 


LONG WINDED?? 

A stranger eMfered a church dumng the sermon and took a seat in the 
back row. After a while, he leaned farward and asked the elderly man in front 
af him, "How Jong has he been preaching?” 

"For about 40 years, I thik," the man replied. 

Tisaay Then," gas te strane “Heng beaingst Sieh: 
ERRATA: The July issue was aint labeled Vol. XXII when it 
should bave been Vol. XXIV. Samedmes I wish I had been bom smart in- 


stesd of so goodlanking! - Editor 


155 


WALKING TOGETHER 
AMOS 3:3 


By Dallas Burdette Part 2 of 3 


Amos 3:3 is still used to justify castigation, censure, ostracism, 
and removal of one's self from fellowsap with other believers. Even 
though Amos is quoted by many sincere, godly men to mamtain the 
purity of the party spirit, this rmamderstanding is not a delberate rejec- 
tion of God's word, but rather, tt is smply an honest mustake of the 
heart. Gonaales expresses most concisely the necessity of weighing 
carefully one's traditions, past or present. He writes 

Without understanding that past, we are unable to un- 
derstand ourselves, for in a sense the past stil lives in us 
and inftuences who we are and how we are and how we 
understand the Chnstian message. The notion that we 
read the New Testament exactly as the earty Chnstians 
did, without any weight of tradition colormg our imter- 
pretation, is an illuston. It is also a dangerous ilhsion, 
for it tends to absohshze our interpretabon, confusing tt 
with the Word of God. ... Likewise, if we are to break 
free from an undue weight of tradition, we nmst begyn 
by understanding what that tradiion is, how we came 
to be where we are, and how particular elements in our 
past color our view of the present.’ 

When one reviews the various "party" journals, one quickly 
becornes cogmzant that one nmst learn to reevaluate and remterpret 
the traditions handed down to the Chnstian Conmmmity. Today, each 
distinct group wthin the Churches of Chnst snaintams that tts beliefs 
constitutes the "doctine of Ctnst," that is, the unique teaching of 
Chnst about the speciics in a so-called worship service and 


Justo L. Gonzalez, The Story of Christianity, vol. 1 (San 
Francisco: Hasper, 1984), xvii. 
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organizanhonal structure of the church. Thus, according to each fac- 
ton, to differ with its interpretation ts to disagyee with the Word itself. 
In this assumption, thousands idenufy what has been handed down 
with Scripture. To state more concisely, one's interpretation and the 
Word of God are synonymous. One must NOT confuse a tradition 
ftom our forefathers with the text itself, Subconsciously, equally godly 
men substitute their interpretation with Holy Scripture, not deliberately, 
but nevertheless, this is the outcome. 

Once interpretations are equated with the Word itself, then, 
these traditions are forced upon other believers under the threat of ex- 
communication. The practices of the church have made it almost im- 
possible for Chnstians to read the Word of God without spectacles. 
Many editors and preachers have difficulty hearing God accurately be- 
cause of their heritage. Chnshans are so used to reading the Bible 
through colored glasses that one dare not question the inte1pretation — 
to do so is to question the validity of scripture. Many believers have 
not yet learned that there is a distnction between what God has said 
and what men think He meant by what He said. One oust NEVER, 
NEVER, NEVER (is that emphatic enough?) equate his or her inter- 
pretation with the Word of God. With this differentiation in mind, one 
can move beyond the subjective distortons of the interpreter. 


As mentioned above, a casual Jook at the various journals re- 
veals suibjective distortions of Amos 3:3. Chiistians continue to quote 
this passage to jushfy separaton within God's family. Are there any 
exceptions to the general rule enunciated by many wnters? "Can two 
walk together except they be agreed?" Does this mean that there must 
be perfect agreement before walking umtedly? Do husbands and wives 
walk together, even when they disagree? Can Chnshans walk together 
when they do not see every scripture "eye to eye?” Even today when 
wTiters or teachers quote this verse to justify ther divisve spirt, none 
apply their interpretation in an absolute sense. For example, some do 
not concede that it 1s right for Christians to participate in warfare, or to 
participate in Bible colleges, orphans homes, individual cups, Sunday 
school, remamage for the guilty party in divorce, the use of leaven or 
unleavened bread in the Lord's supper, the use of wine in the Lord's 
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supper, etc. Yet, in spite of all this, many Chnstans stil] walk hand in 
hand with others who do not concur with their particular bekefs. The 
attitude of many is a "pick and choose" mentality. In other words, it is 
relatrve; it all depends. Yes, it turns on the mind-set of the person that 
wants to enforce his strange interpretation of Amos 3:3. 


In the earty spxtes, I listened to a teacher (of the one cup per- 
Suasion) fustfy his separation from brethren who use tndividual aups in 
the communion setvice on the basis of Amos 3:3. He advocated in this 
message that he could not walk with brethren that disagreed with him. 
"Can two walk together except they be agreed?" he quoted. This year 
(1966), I asked this same teacher if he were in fellowship with the "no 
exception” brethren (no divorce for any reason). He responded by say- 
ing "yes". In fact, his home congregation has invited one of the "no ex- 
ception" evangelist to conduct a gospel meeting Yet, this same 
teacher stilt quotes Amos 3:3 to justify his separation from cups and 
Sunday school brethren. Nevertheless, he timself wil not absohutize 
this scnpture regarding all differences, only those differences that do 
not uphold the party cry. Is is impossible for anyone to maintain the 
traditional interpretanhon of Amos 3:3 in an unconditional sense. 


Another scenano to illustrate the inconsistency of Christians to 
absolutize this strange interpretation of Amos 3:3 is in order. Approxi- 
mately thuteen years ago, a former professor of mine, defended his el- 
ders’ position in the rejection of a brother who sought membership with — 
his congregahon. His defense was that "two cannot walk together ex- 
cept they be agreed." This partcawar brother was rejected because he 
did not subscribe to some of the practices of the elders; for example: 
(1) the position the elders concerning divorce, (2) "rule" of elders over 
God's people, and (3) fellowship with Carl Ketcherside, Leroy Garrett, 
and "Pat" Kilpatrick, Yet, this same professor accepted Jimmy Allen, a 
professor at Harding, who did not/does not believe that one mmst un- 
derstand baptism to be "for the rermsson of sins” in order for baptism 
to be valid. In spite of this difference, the pulpit/professor munuster did 
not quote Amos 3:3 agginst Jimmy Allen They stilled walked togeth- 
er, though not agreed. 
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LEXICOGRAPHY 
Some words have a vanety of sigmfications, and hence, 
whatever their pnmitive meanmg, we are obligated to 
gather from the context, and from famulianty with the 
usage of the language, the particular sense which they 
bear itl a grven passage of Scripture .. Hence the impor- 
tance of attending to what is commonly called the sszes 
loguendi, or current usage of words as employed by a 
particular writer, or prevalent in a partioular age. 
(Conhmued in next issue) 
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"WHAT FAITH SAYS" 
Romans 10:5-10 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 
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Moses writes that the man who practices the righteousness 
which is based on the law shall live buy i. But the righ- 
teousness which is based on faith says, Do not say in your 
heart, "Who will ascend into heaven?" (that is to bring 
Christ down) or “Who will descend into the abyss?" (that is 
to bring Christ up from the dead). But what does it say? 
The word is near you, on your lips and in your heart (that is, 
the word of faith which we preach); because, if you confess 
with your lips that Jesus is Lord and belleve in your heart 
that God raised him from the dead, you will be saved For 
man believes with his heurt and so is justified, and he 
confesses with his fips and so _ is_ saved. 


- - 
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In this passage Paul explains to the Jews that faith 1s not some- 
thing so extraordinary that it was beyond their grasp, but that tt was a 
simple matter within reach of all. The difficult part of Paul's passage is 
in making application of his #lustration. However, the meaning be- 
comes more clear when we remind ourselves that Pau! set out to ex- 
plain the difference between righteousness by the law and 
righteousness by faith in Christ He is about to show that even in law- 
keeping there is a factor that explains faith, strange as that seems. 

First of all, righteousness by the law means doing the iaw, for 
he who practices it must live by it.flawtessty. and in this there 1s an ex- 
planation of faith. This ts pointed out in Deut. 30:11-14 where Paul 
shows that the Israelites were able to keep the taw because they had 
"lnowledge” of the law. Knowledge was their guide. For guidance tt 
was not necessary to "bring up one from the dead" (to show the way), 
nor to “bring one down from heaven" to teach thern the will of God. 
They already had divine guidance in the law received at Mount Sinai. 
They knew the law, and henceforth it was only a matter of knowing 
what the law said and then doing it. Their knowledge of the law was 
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their guide and they needed no external, physical guide to lead then 
into the paths of obedience. 

Deuteronomy illustrates the fact that faith is not in "seeing" 
one raised from the dead ("seeing” is not faith) nor to bring one 
(Christ) down from heaven to teach them the way. This fad already 
been done! Chnst had already come down fiom heaven. He had been 
resurrected. These facts are "in your heart" and "on your lips”. This is 
the very essence of faith. This is just how close the Jews were to salva- 
tion. These two great truths were openly portrayed to Israel. It was 
now only a matter of “confessing with the mouth” that these things 
were so, Israel was without excuse. "But I ask, have they not heard? 
Indeed they have; for ‘Their voice has gone out to all the earth, and 
their words to the ends of the world’.” (10:18) 


What then is so mysterious about faith? Are we dealing with 
something abnormal? Does the mind have to be psyched up so as to 
accept something naturally unbelievable? Not at all. Faith is nothing 
more than the belief of facts In 10:9, Paul sets forth what has become 
known as the Chnstian Creed: 


because if you confess with your lips that Jesus is 
Lord and believe in your heart that God raised him 
from the dead, you will be saved 


When Paul said that "man believes with his heast and so is jus- 
tified” he is saying the same thing as “confesses with his lips and so ts 
saved. Being justified and being saved is the same thing, and se he is 
not Setting forth two separate steps in the scheme of redemption 


Even though the above quoted passage does not mention obe- 
dience as part of the scheme of redemption, it is certainly implied in the 
concession that "Jesus is Lord.” Otherwise you would have a confes- 
sion of fact and a demial in act, or the lack thereof: To be Lord is to be 
Master. If the Lord is Master of one's life, then there must be a life of 
commitment, or else the Lord is not Master. Saving faith embraces 
more than just the mental act of believing, but a life of submission to 
what faith says, 
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LAW- RIGHTEOUSNESS 

It would be misleading to place the Jews addressed in the Ro- 
man letter to the hypocritical Phansees of the Gospels. In Romans 
Paul had in mind his own people, his kinsmen in the flesh who were 
stnving zealously for the righteousness that comes through obedience 
to the Law of Moses. By worldly standards we could refer to them as 
"good people.” Their adherence to the law would put most of us 
today to shame. Those Those Jewish "commandments of men” and 
their "traditions" which made the commandments void were not added 
to circumvent the law but to enhance the keeping of it! They held the 
law in such high esteem that they sought better ways and means of ful- 
filling it. The result was they made the keeping of law so difficult that 
no one was able to keep it. The commandments that were added re- 
quired more than the law itself and so their “traditions” made void the 
law. 

God's law was intended to serve the people rather than the 
people serving the law; i.e., "the Sabbath was made for man and not 
man for the Sabbath." So Paul could admit and declare that Jews had 
a “zeal for God, but not according to knowledge." We say all this to 
say that when the Jews laid claim to a personal nghteousness through 
the law, it was not an idle boast nor a false claim. They had the land of 
righteousness that anyone could claim by being a better person, by be- 
ing a better citizen, worker, husband, wife, etc., as a result of obedience 
to jaw. But at best this kind of righteousness was still imperfect, and 
for this reason there was no justification by the law. It is somewhat un- 
derstandable also that they had such difficulty in understanding how 
that God's own righteousness could be imputed to them through faith. 
A foreign righteousness that comes down from heaven!? This ts in- 
deed a strange concept! What happens to personal righteousness? "It 
is as ‘dung’, according to Pautin Phil. 3:8 

Mavbe this is an appropriatc place to inquire conceming the kind of 
1ighteousness that is understood and taught in the church today. Is there a dif- 
ference between what 1S now taught and what the Jews understood and tught 
2000 years ago? In general, how do churches understand the term "righteou- 
ness of God"? @r. what land of nghtreousness saves? that which is eamed 
through keeping a "New Testament” law, or that which comes from God 
uneamed and sven as a free aft? What do brethren teach? -Cont'd 
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The Great 
Belly-Button Controversy 


By Cecil Hook 


ee 








The great what? Have you never heard of the great belly- 
button controversy with its theologjcal implications? Then how do 
you know that you are on the right side of thts debated issue? 

About 1970 (I neglected to note the date) I clipped a humor- 
ous article on this subject from the Fort Worth Star-Telegram written 
by a regular columnist, Jerry Flemmons. | shall borrow freely from his 
observations. 

Flemmons told of his amusement in listening to radio preach- 
ers from across the Mexican border, one of whom "was condemning a 
certain painter, Michaelangelo by name, as having been immoral and 
unworthy of painting outhouses and certainly not ceilings." You see, 
Michaelangelo had given Adam a navel nght there in the Sistine Cha- 
pel! No God-fearing man. the preacher demanded, would have put a 
belly-button on Adam. 

At one time Adam's navel was a subject to try men’s souls with 
theologians lined up on each side of the issue, each side denouncing the 
conclusion of the other. The pro-navel faction contended that God 
made the first man perfect and that he would have been imperfect with- 
out the navel. Antt-navelists argued that Adam was created instead of 
being bom, thus not needing the umbilical cord attachment plug 


Flemmons further explains, "Five hundred years ago, when the matter 
was most heated, painters of Adam had a choice. Many took a 
cowardly path, blocking the view with a fig leaf or some other artist's 
ploy. Some left off the dab of paint which would have represented a 
navel, Others gave him a navel. Raphael did. And Michaelangelo." 


In timc the debate pave way to other more current issues, except for 
pockets of concern here and there, such as with our Puritan grandfathers. 
However. the vocal war over “Adam's indenton and God's intention" re- 
vived when science began populanzing the theory of organic evolution 
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Paleontologists pointed to fossils that seemed to imply organic 
evolution, The fossiis were put in the earth with the appearance of age 
just to damn the skeptics, some of the clergy contended, jtst as Adam's 
navel had been. Adam's lack of a belly-button was a trap for unbeliev- 
ers, the other side countered. The battie was re-fought with no win- 
ners, Then it subsided. 

However, in 1944 --"not an otherwise unrational year" -- the 
controversy arose again, this tume within the halls of Congress! A sub- 
conunittee of the House Military Committee chaired by Congressman 
Durham of North Carolina refused authonzation of a 3@-page booklet 
fer American soldiers. The booklet, The Races of Man, contained an 
illustration depicting Adam and Eve with navels. That, they tuled, 
would be misleading to gullible American soldiers! 

THE TIME AND PROCESS 

Fundamentalists of our day might see no humor tn Jerry Flem- 
mons's colurnn. They continue the controversy. They just shift the is- 
sue of contention from Adam's navel to the method and length of time 
God used in creating us and the universe. God made the whole thing 
in one literal week with one day saved for rest, they insist, and if you 
dont accept that conclusion, you have sold out to the atheists. They 
fail to acknowledge that millions of believers conclude that God used a 
long process in making us. 

Keep in mind that theologians on both sides of the belly- but- 
ton controversy agreed that God made Adam. This is not an argu- 
ment over whether or not God created us and al} the universe. The 
sciuple concems how He did it and how long He took 1n doing tt. 

Actually, the entire account of creation of matter fcom nothing 
is very brief: "In the beggnning God created the heavens and the earth." 
That's it! The remainder of the first three chapters of Genesis tells of 
God's arranging already made materials into various forms, both celes- 
tral and terrestrial, some of which he then endowed with a measure of 
His life. He 1s the source of all life. 

Ged formed man of the dust. What process did he use? Did 
he gather mud in his hands (being Spint, God has no flesh or bones) 
and pat and mold it into a form which he called man even befere he en- 
dowed man with spirit? Or might he not have taken millions of years 
in which he continued to develop the features of his crowning creation? 
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Either alternative can only be theoretical, for there is no proof. Each 
altemative acknowledges God as the Creator. If God developed his 
features through other life forms, would it be any less a work of God? 
Accounting for the “missing link" we have called tor, at any stage He 
could have created a great species gap by perfecting the form which he 
would be pleased to call humans, like the metamorphosis producing 
the gorgeous butterfly. Here we are dealing with possibilities for which 
the Genesis account will allow. 

Why should God's use of process and development be viewed 
with skepticism? He formed you and me from the dust of the earth 
(Ecc. 12:7) and continues to form us through the process of birth, eat- 
ing, dnnkang, and breathing. 

Sometime atter God had formed man, how long we do not 
know, he breathed life-giving breath into him, and man became a living 
being. In the creation process God's action changed man into some- 
thing he had not been previously. Man was enhanced and endowed 
above his previous state to become human with God's likeness. Jesus 
was formed of flesh like all mankind, but he also had a divine nature. 
In like manner, man was formed in commonality with other creatures, 
but he was endowed with the nature and iniage of Goal. 

LITERAL INTERPRETATION 

To ofter these possibilities is to abandon any literal interpreta- 
tion of the creation account. Fundamentaltsts claim to interpret the 
Scriptures hterally. That may sound noble, but it is an impossibility. 
Simple explanations are comfortable for the unquestioning Literal in- 
terpretation comes in handy at times to prove presuppositions like stx 
literal days of creation, but it doesn't even support that or instantaneous 
creation. Good people have been scared out of their senses by the 
thought that the first three chapters of Genesis might be an allegorical 
or figuramve account of creation intended simply to present God as the 
Almighty Creator. They have made a certain, theoretical how of cre- 
ation -- a matter of science -- into a tenet of faith essential to salvation. 
There is continued search for reasons and defenses to uphold the litera! 
concept which shuns evidence on the other side. Let me ask some 
questions and make observations about the Genesis account which 
challenge the literal concept. 
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Many creatures are camivorous. Jf they were created herbdivo- 
rous, then God continued to fonn their bodies, digestive systems. teeth, 
instincts, etc. after the fall. By thew consuming feod, was there not 
death before Adam and Eve sinned? Man was to eat of the garden. 
Had he not eaten, would he not have starved ta death? 

The creatures, including man, were told to reproduce on the day of 
their creation, and they did! Could they actually do that in a literal day? 

The cooling of the earth and condensing of moisture to permit 
hght, clouds, and rain on the earth's surface surely took more than 
twenty-four hours. So would the dramng of the water from the 
continents. 

In Eden stood the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. 
Can, or could, one eat knowledge? Did God want mankind to be ig- 
norant of right and wrong? And since they were forbidden to eat of 
that tree, did they not already have knowledge of good and ewl before 
eating? Man was told to cultivate the garden. If it was a place of per- 
fection as we have assumed, why would it need dressing/cultivating? 
What kind of tools did he have? Not even a bone or dead branch 
would be there for his use! [fhe was taught to make and use tools, 
how could we account fir the Jack of that knowledge among abongi- 
nals in Jater centunes? 

Adam named the thousands of kinds of birds and animals in 
one day in time for his wedding! Did he know how to record the 
names? Eden was quite a place mth every kind of bird and animal init. 


Did Adam have to Jeam? Or did God create a biank brain 
similar to a computer hard drive and then progyam it with knowledge, 
speech, language, experience, logic, and skills? Is a snake cunrung, 
with reasoning ability and evil intent? A snake knew the will of God! 
Could it, without ears or voice box, converse with Eve? And does a 
snake eat dust? Were Adam and Eve given an unleamed culture along 
with shelter, vessels, and things necessary for grooming and hygjene? 
Does God, a Spirit, walk, and can man hear him walking? Why would 
a husband and wife be ashamed of their bodtes before each other and 
their Creator? Should we be? Can one hide from God? The text says 
they hid, not tned to hide. 
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Now, do you give a literal interpretation to everything in the 
first three chapters of Genesis? Or ts there a wee chance that some of 
it may be acconumodative language, a saga in dramatic and allegorical 
depictions, to tell a polytheistic world that one God created and made 
the universe and every creature in it? 

The Scnptures express thoughts, understandings (even misun- 
derstandings), and emotions of their writers. God preserved them for 
us because they reveal Himself and His wall in a manner that mankind 
can Cemprehend. in like manner, the literary account of ongins must 
have been considered by our Creator as a satisfactory explanation of 
how we and our universe came from him. 

10915 SW. Mira Court, Tigard, Oregon 97223 
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HIS SPIRIT LIVES IN US" 
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By Elmer Prout 
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Yeu, however, are conirolled net by the sinfulnature but by 
the Spirit, if the Spirit of Ged lives in you ... And if the Spirit of 
nim who raised Jesus trom the dead is living in you. he who 
raised Christ fram the dead will also give life to your mortal 
bodies through his Spirit. who lives in you. 

Romans 8:9] 4 (NIY) 


* KK KK KO 


In Romans 8:1-17 the Apostle Paul refers to the Holy Spirit 
fourteen times. The Apostle uses a vanety of names: Spirit of hfe, 
Spint of God, Spirit of Christ, Spirit of him who raised Christ, Spint of 
sonship, his Spint, and, simply. Spint (Rom, 8:2,4.6,9, | 1,13,14, 16). 


But Paul does more than list ttles. He shows the Holy Spint 
in action. The Spint liberates (8:2): desires (8:5); controls (8:6,9); lives 
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in believers (8:9,11); puts to death misdeeds (8:13); leads (8:14); and 
testifies to the human spirit (8:16). 

It is clear that for the Apostle Paul and other first century be- 
lievers the Holy Spirit was not a stranger. They knew the Holy Spirit 
by name. They spoke the Spirit as a guest living within them. They 
heard the Holy Spisit's testimony that they were children of God. They 
were willing to be led by the Holy Spit. 

None of us in Churches of Christ should have any problem 
with Romans 8:1-17 as the passage descnbes the experience of Chris- 
tlans twenty centuries ago. We are not embarrassed when the Apostle 
Paul wntes about the Holy Spint in persona! and active terms in those 
ancient believers. 

The question, however, is not do we believe that the Holy 
Spuit that the Holy Spirit was leading and witnessing then. The ques- 
tion is how do we get along with Romans 8:1-17 as a description of 
our present, 1996 lives. As I read this passage the other day I was 
confionted by the contrast between the text and my conversation I am 
hesitant to say openly that the Holy Spirit leads me, controls me, and 
speaks the witness of adoption to my spint. I believe these verses and 
yet for some reason my talk about the Holy Spint in my life is muted. 

Perhaps 1 am fearful of going overboard into emotionalism. 
Maybe I am concemed to protect the completeness and authority of 
the Bible as the final revelation of God's will. For whatever cause my 
public teaching and private conversations do not match Romans 8 and 
the rest of the New Testament scriptures in their open references to the 
personal presence of the Spirit in believers. 

As I pondered these thoughts an illustration came to mind and 
opened a door for me. Perhaps it might be helpful to you as well. 


Tad is seventeen years old. A year ago he was involved in a 
tragic car accident. His legs and arms were broken. His spine was 
twisted. He sustasned neck injunes. Because of a concussion his eye- 
sight is almost gone His speech and heaning is severely impaired. 


Tad wants to live by himself. A strong spint of inde- 
pendence pushes him on. But, realistically, living alone is increasingly 
difficult --- in fact, 1t borders on the impossible. 
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A friend who lives on the East coast has been wnting to Tad 
ever since the accident. The letters are very encouraging. Tad looks 
forward to receiving them. On good days he can see to read them 
himself: On other days his family read them to him. Tad has saved ev- 
ery letter. He keeps them close to his bed and wheelchair. He thinks 
of the letters offen and, actually, has memorized many of them. 

Now imagjne the unbelievable. Imagine that one day there is a 
knock ai Tad's door. Tad struggles painfully to open it. There, stand- 
ing before hum, is his letter-wnting friend. “Tad,” he says, “I have 
come to live with you as a nurse/caregiver. [ will do for you all the 
things I talked about doing in my letters. I'll be your hands, eyes, ears 
and feet when necessary. } am here to help. I will stay as long as you 
need me. Jt is my happy mission to do this in your life." 

Tad stares at his correspondent. There is no smile of welcome 
or word of appreciation. Instead, in his slow, anguished speech, Tad 
says. "There is no need for you to be here. I have your letters. They 
are ail | need. I can repeat them to myseifby memory. The letters de- 
scribe you and your good intentions. That is all I need. Please leave 
and let me get on in my own way. I do not want you to displace your 
letters.” 

A reaction like that on Tad's part is, as J said, totally unbeliev- 
able. Even to suggest such a thing as an illustration is too farfetched. 

And, yet, is that not what we are prone to do in our efforts to 
“keep from going overboard on the Holy Spint"? “Well, Prout, it is vi- 
tal to stay within the boundaries set by the Bible, you know!" 

Indeed. That is certainly trie But come back to Tad and his 
correspondent. When the friend artived at the door he was not dis- 
placing the letters in the least. HE WAS DOING WHAT HE SAID 
HE WOULD DO IN THOSE VERY LETTERS. His amval, his 
presence and his active service in TVad's life were filling those letters 
with meaning. Or, to put it another way, were filling Tad's life the 
meaning the letters had promised. What the letters had promised the 
friend's coming had fulfilled. 


is that not how we should see the relationship between the 
Holy Spirit and the Bible? The Bible speaks of the Spirit as One who 
iS present and active in the lives of believers. Even if we read nothing 
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more than Romans 8:]-17 the active presence of the Holy Spirit 1s 
clearly stated and promised. When we accept Paul's language as de- 
scriptive of the activity of the Spint in our lives as well as 1n the lives of 
fest century believers we are not rejecting the authority of the scrip 
tures -- we are, in fact, actually honoring that authority. Let's open the 
door so the Spirit can come in to do for us what he promised in the 
scriptures, 
P_O. Box 361, Graton, Calitormmia 95444 


THE LESSON OF THE 
RICH YOUNG RULER 


By Neal Griffin 


It is obvious from Matthew 19:16, that the young ruler desired 
to so some great deed that he might earn his salvation. He wished to 
be the author of his salvation. He did not realize that he was trying to 
usurp the position of Jesus (see Heb. 5:9; 12:2). However, Jesus did 
not dodge the question. It is apparent from His handling of the entire 
incident that, as was His custom, He planned to use it as a teaching sit- 
uation. He answered the question correctly. Salvation, on the part of 
man, can be eamed by keeping the commandments {all of them). But, 
the sad truth of the matter 1s that man does not. "For ali have sinned 
and fall short of the slory of God" (Rom. 3:23). And Jesus did not cai! 
him a har. In alt of this He was simply affirming that salvation is in and 
through the Christ of God. To be saved the young ruler would have to 
put his trust in Jesus and follow Him. From the start Jesus knew that 
he did noi know WHOM he was addressing {v. 17). From the start 
Jesus knew that this particular rich man's trust was in his riches. From 
the start Jesus knew where his heart was. Now, when Peter and the 
others were amazed, Jesus taught them saying, "With men this 1s 1m- 
possible." What is impossible with men? Salvation is the undisputed 
subject of this exchange. It is salvation that is impossible on the part of 
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man. Man is not capable of guiding his own footsteps "But with 
God, all things are possible." If saivation is to come to the rich ruler, it 
will be by the action of God. God will be the author of it through the 
blood of Jesus. The feeble deeds of the young ruler can never equate 
with the blood of Jesus in God's scheme of redemption. 

So, what are we doing when we obey law and do great deeds? 
For sure we are storing up treasures in heaven. But, we should not 
view these, 1n any sense of the word, as earning our salvation or as be- 
ing worthy of it, because atter we have done all of these things we are 
yet unworthy. Our obedience and good works should be the outpour- 
ing of good hearts. They should be the responses of clear consciences 
toward God. They should be the fruits of a bom-again spint. They 
should be evidences of the indwelling Spint of God. They should be 
the evidences of a saving faith and not the essence of it. We must not 
trust in them for salvation for when we do we are promoting self We 
must look to the blood of Jesus for salvation, and let God have the 
glory for it. Praise His Name! This is, I believe, the lesson of the rich, 
young ruler. 
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WALKING TOGETHER 
AMOS 3:3 


By Dallas Burdette 
Dictionary meaning of "agreed" 


The English word “agreed” is from the Hebrew 3 ad which 
means "to fix upon (by agyeement or appointment); by impl.. to meet 
(at a stated time). ... gather (selves, together), meet (together), set (a 
cay " The NIV transiates Amos 3:3: “Do two walk eens unless 


, James Strong. The Bhausiive Concordance a the Bible (New 


York: Abingdon. 1958): Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary. Strong’s no. 
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they have agreed to do so”"” The New Revised Standard Version 
renders this verse: “Do two watk together unless they have made an 
appointment?’ The New American Standard Bible reads" "Do two 
men walk together unless they have made an appointment?” 


The root ya a@ occurs four tunes in the book of Exodus and 
eighteen times in the Old Testament? ya ad is defined by Armstrong, 
Busby, and Carr as: "to meet at an appointed place” in Bxowls 25:22: 
29:42,43:* in Joshua J }-5, "to assemble by appointment”;’ in 2 Samuel 
20:5. “to appoint";* and in Amos 3:3, "to meet by appointment.” It is 
also well to note what Holladay — ‘agree, have an appeintment 
Ar 23." 

God instructed Moses to inform the people that they were to 
bring gifts of gold, silver, bronze, etc., for the tabernacle In this sanc- 
tuary, the Israelites were to place the ark of the covenant. God ap- 
pointed this ark as a meeting place for Moses to receive instructions 
from the Lord. Moses records: "There above the cover between the 
two cherubim that are over the ark of the Testimony, I will meet (va 
ca) with you and give you all my commands for the israelites."'' God 
also instructed Moses to inform the Israelites that He would meet them 
at the Tent of Meeting: "For the generations to come this bumt offter 
ing 1s to be made regularly at the entrance to the Tent of Meeting 
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3259, p 5@. 
; The New International Version (Grand Rapids. Mi: Zondervan 
Publishing House) 1984. 
: The New Revised Standard Version, (Nashville, TN fFoinas Nelson 
Publishers) 1989. 
J The New American Standard Bible G.a Habra, CA: The Lockman 
Foundation, LOFT, 

Terry A. Armstrong, Douglas L. Busby, Cyril F. Carr_.4 Reader's 
Hebrew-Engltsh Lexicon of the Old Testament, Four Volumes in One 
end Rapids: Zondervan, 1989), 49. 


Ibid., 43,49. 
Ibid.. 131. 
; Ibid., 176. 
, Ibid., 37%. 


" William L. Holladay. A concise Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of 
the Old Testament, (Grand Rapids: Ferdmans. 1971), 137 


“ Exodus 25:22. fhe New International Version. 
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before the LORD. There I will meet (a cad) and speak to you; there 
also 4 will meet (ji ad) with the Israelites, and the place will be conse- 
crated by my glory.’* Joshua explained the defeat of the northem kings 
by the children of Israel: "They came out with all their troops and a 
large number of horses and chariots -- a huge army, as numerous as the 
sand on the seashore. All these kings jomed (va ad) forces and made 
camp together at the Waters of Merom, to fight against Israel.'* These 
kings assembled by appointment. 

Finley reminds us that the Targum renders the verb #10 a@ in 
Amos 3:3 with the following translation: "unless they have made an 
appointment to meet together.”’* McComiskey makes the following 
succinct observation: 


The first question (v. 3) asks whether two can walk together if they 

have not agreed to do so. The word "walk" is un the imperfect sense 

in Hebrew, denoting incomplete action. The queston is. Js it cus- 

tomary for two to walk together without agreeing to do so? Certainly 

two people walking walking sde by side would not be doing so only 

by sheer coincidence® 

The frst question opens m verse 3 with an implied answer. 

The first interrogative statement may be seen as a way of initiating the 
series. Only verse 3 is composed of a singJe question. On the other 
hand, the other verses (4-6) occur in pairs: (4) lion and the young lion, 
(S) throw-net and spring-net, (6) the danger signal and the calamity. 
The rst question concems the behavior of individuals, the next two 
concems lions and hunters; the next two concem snar.ng birds; the final 
two concern events in the city. All of the interrogatives ask about the 
relation between cause and effect. In the first tive lines the event is 
stated first and then the cause. But in verse 6 the order is reversed, the 
cause then the effect. John Hayes ts especially helpful in this area of 
rhetorical questions, he wnites: "The employment of questions as a 
teaching device was widely practiced throughout the near east.""® 


"i Exodus 29:42-43, Ibid. 

P Joshua 1 1:4-3, Ibid. 

's Thomas J. Finley, /eel, Amos, Obadiah, The Wycliffe Exegetica! 
Commentary (Chicago: Moody Press. 1990), 182. 

Richard D. Patterson, Joe/, The Expositor’s Bible Commentaty. 
Volume 7 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan. (985), 298 
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Hayes expresses most forthrightly the meaning, of this controvertible 
verse when he wnites: 
Various translations have been proposed for verse 3, depending 
upon how oe understands the situation envisioned in the question. 
The translation offered above in the one most widely fow:d but its 
straightforward meaning - "Can two poople walk together unless 
they meet?" - appears so simplistic that one wonders how it would 
have flinctioned to entiec an audience's attention... @ne could thus 
tianslate the verse as "Can two people go on a joumey together 
without having nade arrangements?"”’ 


Stuart, too, captures the thought of a journey when he writes: 


Travel 1s a common place event, but strangers tavel apait from one 
another Peeple would not be seen traveling jointly unless they had 
met (niphal), as anyone in Amos’ audience would readily 
acknowledge "* 


Why did Amos set forth this series of questions? Hans Wolff 
suggests that: 

The reason jor the nature of the opening query probably lics in the 
protest of the prophet's adversaries, the wording of which we do not 
know. At any 1aic, they denied that what Amos was doing coire- 
sponded with Yahweh's will for Israel. Amos opens his response 
with no theofogical statement of principle. much less with a reference 
to alty legitimate aultic tradition. Instead. he starts by soliciting the 
answer 10 a queston about a commonplace oaquwrences, one with 
which he was especially familiar on the basis of both his trips to his 
sycamore plantation and also lus journey from Tekoa to Bethel and 
from Bethel to Samana. Two persons never walk together without 
first having met one another.” 

Motyer holds the view that "The meaning of this verse often 
proposed, that in the open spaces of Tekoa where Amos lived, mectines 
took place only by appointment, will hardly do.""’ No concrete evidence is 
2 John H. Hayes. Amos: The Fiehth-Century Prophet (Nashville: 
Abingdon, 1988), 124. 

- Ibid. 

z Douglas Stuart. Hosea-Jonak, Word Bible Commentary, Volume 
31 (Waco: Word Books, !987), 324. 

8 Hans Walter Wolff. Joe! and Amos, Hermeneia -- A Critical and 
Historical Commentary on the Bible (Philadelphia: Forttess. 1977). 184. 

a J. A. Motyer, [he Afessage of Amos, The Bible Speaks Today 
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cited for this presupposition. On the other hand, hc states, with a confusing 
use of language that "Two people do not ‘keep company’ except by malang an 
arrangement. Just such an arrangement was made between the Lord and His 
people at the Exodus and thcy began to ‘keep company.”” It is difficult to know 
exactly what he means by his somewhat contradictory statonents. Smith, on 
the other hand, 1s especially helpful in his comments: 

Amos did not believe that events in history or nature were accidental. 

Every effect had is causc, When two men aye seen walking together 

in the wilderness one can conclude that Uscy had made an appoint- 

ment to do so.” 

CONCLUSION 
Amos considered his preaching the cajl of God Since God called 

him, he could not refuse to wazn Jsrael of impending destruction through a sc- 
ries of rhetorical questions, questions that all knew the answer. Amos con- 
cludes his cause and effect arguments by proclaiming the inevitable judgment 
of God: "Surely the Lord God dees nothing, without revealing his secret to his 
servants the prophets... The lion has reared: who will not fear? The Lord God 
has spoken; who can but prophesy?” To state morc clearly, Amos consid- 
ered his call as an appomtment with God. Just as one is not likely to sec two 
walkoig together without previously having made avangements to mest, so he 
was there as a result of an appointment with God "Do two talk together un- 
less they have made an appointment?"~* One must not allow tradition to dead- 
en his/her mind with strange ideas and ready-made opinions, Everyone must 
be open for discussion Controversy takes for granted that everyone has had 
experiences which may contribute something of value to the group. It per- 
ceives that one docs not grasp the whole truth, but searches, tracks, and finds 
some part of it. Dialogue is seeking truth. Thomas Aquinas said: “An angel 
perceives the buth by simple apprehension, whereas man becomes acquainted 
with a simple truth by a process from manifold data." Monoply of study has 
no place in dialogue. {deas must be thrown back and forth. There is a gve 
and take for cvery believer. Heron is correct to affirm that "Facts are worse 
than useless unless they are accurate. Inaccuracy does not necessarily mean 
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deceitfulness, but may take the fonn of not being particular to be exact."”° 


Again. he aptly stresses the companson of views: "It 1s by companson of 
views that we reason our way toward truth. We increase the odds of finding 
the best solution to a problem by considering altcmatives.”*’ 

P.O. Box 20274. Montgomery. Alabama 36120 


OBEYING THR GOSPEL 


By John Eoff 


Has he (she) obeved the gospel?" is one of the primary phrases in- 
voked by those of the "Restoration Heritage” in ordcr to detennine if a person 
is indeed one of them — that is, a member of "the church". or a Chnstian, and 
thus eligible for “fellowship” in one of their parscular churches. What it ac&r 
ally means Is "has he (she) becn baptezed (correctly)?" 

Obedience of (to) the gospel or of (to) the faith (truth), is used as an 
ismunent to divide the body of Christ by those who tend to view the gospel 
of salva&ion as an accumulation of laws or requirements to be followed by a 
be-liever in order to be eligible for salvation and to comtnue in a saved state. 
Per-haps several sentences in the New Testament writings would tend to 
give credence to such an understanding "Obev the gospcl" is a scnptural 
term feund in 2 Thes. 1:8 He will punish those who do not know God and 
so not obev the gospel of our Lerd Jesus.” Romans |:5 and 16.26 refers to 
obedience to the faith. and of faith, respectively (KJV). For whatever reason 
obeying the gospcl is considered to be complying vith ccrtain requirements, 
usually five se-quenced steps, whereby salvation, at least temporary 
salvation, is coriferred upen the one who finally completes step five. 

The exception of obcying the gospel contains an obvious violation of 
grammar. Obey can be correctly related to only one type sentence and that is 
an impcrative sentence (a sentence that sives orders or commands). Such a 
sentence can logically be obeyed. however, there is no possibility of obeying a 
declarative nor an interrogative sentence. To view the gospel as anything other 
than a declarative statement is to completely fail to understand how tlw term is 
used by the New Testament writers. The word itself has the meaning of “g00d 
news" or "glad tdings” thus could not refer to commands or laws. the apostle 
Paul expressed in concise language in at least two scnptures just what was 
contained in the gospel that he preached (Rom 10:9: } Cor. 15:1-11). Each is 
a simple declaration, not an order or command. When God revealed the 
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gospel to Abraham (conceming, good things to come to all natons through 
him) it was a simple statement with no umpcrative connotations. Good news 
does not come in the form of demands upon the hearer. 9/7 1S NOT POS- 
SIBLE TO @BEY THE GOSPEL. 


There ait two Geeck words that are often translated bv the English 
word “obcv". The Greek “pcitho” has the pnmary meaning of "to persuade”. 
The other word "Hupakouo” means literally "under hearing—to be under hea- 
ring". The former convevs the obvious beanng on the mind rather than ac- 
tions. thought actions of the body can be dictated by the persuasion of the mind 
The lattcr word 1s the one most often used and translated "obev". It conveys 
the reality of one being under (subject to) what ts heard. Onc can be in subjec- 
tion to commands or laws by obcvwng them — kecping the: law. One the other 
hand one is in subsection to a declaratory staf@nent when he believes what he 
hears. Each of these Greek words must be translated in regard to the type sen- 
tence to which it has relevance. "Hupakouo" is the word most often translated 
"obey" in our New Testament and it is the word that is used by the original 
writers when referring to the reception of the gospel. Translators are correct in 
translating it "obev” when tt refers to commands or laws, however they arc not 
correct 11 {ranslahing it “obev" when it refers to the gospel — it should be trans- 
lated believe in the instances in question and all other instances where no laws 
or commands are involved. It can only be correctly vanslated “obey” when the 
content of the message 1s on :mpcrative nature. Obedicnce to a statement of 
fact 1s just not possible. 


The translators of the Bicle used the words that best expressed when 
thev felt was the meaning of the onginal language, You mav have wondered, 
as have i. why one translation uses the word obey in the sane place another 
used the word belicve. I think the only explanahon is that onc translator feels 
the word 1s relating to an unperative message while another feels it relates to a 
declaratory message. The way you vicw the gospel ts the way you should in- 
terpret the word in queston. If the gospel is the positive stafernent of good 
news, as the word means, then you should forget about trying to obey it. In- 
stead believe the gaod message — reserve your obedience for law. On the other 
hand if the gospel is to vou a demand, or law source, then by all means obev 
what you perceive to be its demands. Only be wamed by what the apostle 
Paul wrote to the Galatans — thev had fallen from grace whcn they sought jus- 
tification through their own obedience. 

37 Hilltop Drive, Kerrville. Texas 78028 
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THE LAW OF GOD 


By RK. L. Kilpatrick 

When we talk about the law of God we are in effect talk- 
ing about the "will" of of God; for whatever the will of God is, 
that is law. In a slightly different sense, the law of God is God's 
divine attributes. In other words, God has demanded through 
law that his creatures be what he ts. When Paul said that the 
Gentiles were “a law unto themselves" (Rom. 2:14), he meant 
only that their lifestyle was based upon their inner nature and 
was to them a "natural law". [t was natural because that was 
the way they were created. In the same way, what God set forth 
in law is what God Himself is. 

The law of God is to be distinguished from the law of 
Moses, even though the law of God certainly forms the basis for 
it. When God spoke the Ten Commandments from heaven and 
wrote them on tablets of stone with his own fmger, this alone is 
sufficient to set aside that part of the law of Moses as something 
unique and likewise eternal. The “engraving” signifies their eter- 
nalness. The fact that God had a special ark made to house the 
tablets, and the fact that his mercy seat was positioned over the 
tables of law signifies that his dealings with mankind is based 
upon the moral law set forth in the Ten Commandments. When 
the Ten are reduced to their "highest" denominator, they spell 
"love" — that great principle upon which He deals with His crea- 
tures. Note that commandments | through 5 delineate man's 
obligation to Ged and embraces the first and greatest command- 
ment to "love God". Commandment 5 looks in both the direc- 
tion of God and man, as parents are as God's representative until 
children become accountable. No. 6 through 10 speak of man’s 
obligation to man and embraces the second of the two greatest 
commandments, "love thy neighbor."' "And upon these two 
hang all the law and the prophets."' 

But here is what we need to understand about the law of 
God. The Ten Commandments are nothing more than — and are 
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the same as — the law of God impressed upon the nature of man 
when he was created. The Ten Commandments are verbal ex- 
pressions of God's "image" in Adam, and not only Adam but in 
every creature born into the human family, even though now cor- 
rupted by sin. The moral image of God 1s indelibly stamped on 
man's nature and not even Satan can annihilate it. If Satan could 
destroy the image of God in mankind there would be no hope of 
salvation, for there would be no bridgehead upon which the gos- 
pel could make an appeal. A soul totally “evil” will cannot re- 
spond to something "good." 

The only thing "new" about the faw given at Sinai was 
the writing of it. What was written was already stamped on the 
heart, and which was also the guide for the Gentiles who "were a 
law unto themselves". What Jesus taught in the Sermon on the 
Mount was the moral law, the image of God in mankind, the Ten 
Commandments. This is that which is permanent. Let no one 
say that we don't live under the Ten Commandments. They can 
no more be done away with than God can do away with himself. 
To do so wovid be to do away with the God's image, his moral 
law. And let no one tell you that the 4th commandment concern- 
ing the Sabbath is done away with and "only the nine are 
"brought over" into the New Testament. The eternalness of the 
commandments applies equally to the 4th commandment. Note 
that “the sabbath was made for man and not man for the sab- 
bath" (Mark 2:27). Ifman once needed the relief of the Sabbath, 
he still needs it. There has been no change in the physical and 
Spiritual makeup of mankind (the law also applied to beasts of 
burden as well). A case can be made of the Sabbath observance 
even in the Patriarchal dispensation, for Moses said to Issrael on 
the way to Mount Sinai (before the law was given) "remember 
the sabbath to keep it holy" — how could they remember to ob- 
serve something that never was never observed? Those who 
think the Sabbath was unknown before Moses should study an- 
cient history where he will find that the ancients set aside a day 
out of the week for religious purposes. However, it is not the Jew- 
ish Sabbath that continues in our day but the principle of it. A 
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Christian will function better if he/she would set aside a seventh 
part of time for rest and meditation and worship. For every type 
there must be an antetype. The Sabbath, a type, has no antetype 
this side of eternity, for the antetype is eternal rest. Meanwhile 
"there remains a sabbath rest for the people of God" (Heb. 4:9 
RSV). 

When we speak of the Law of God, we speak mainly of 
his moral law created in Adam, existing in the heart, and set 
forth in the writings of Moses at Mount Sinai. It is God's will to- 
ward his creatures. Had Adam violated any of those laws 
(written later at Sinai), he would have known of his sin even 
though the specific law would never have been spoken. {t was not 
the set of Ten Commandments that was impressed upon the na- 
ture of Adam, but the attributes, which, if were to be set forth in 
writing would have culminated as they did at Sinai. 

God's image in Adam was His own attnbutes of truth, 
honor, loyalty, faithfulness, love, reverence, and al! that God is. 
When these attributes are then spelled out in the forin of laws, 
they spell out the Ten Commandments. We are not under a legal 
system of law but under the eternal principles seen in God's di- 
vine nature. 

2710 Day Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 


WHAT REALLY NEEDS TO 
BE RESTORED? 





By Eleanor Shermer 


Regarding the Restoration Movement there are different 
opinions about what needs to be restored. Some believe that if 
the externals (order of worship, church government, and biblical 
methods of carrying out the church's work) are restored, the 
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individual Christians are better prepared to be transforined to 
God's image (Rom. 12:2). 

Others betieve that the New Testament lists no "order of 
worship”, no pattern for church government, and no particular 
method for carrving out the church's work other than preaching 
the gospel to the lost and continuing in Christ with the saved. 

Where was the church during all those years between her 

lapse into Roman Catholicism and the reformers? Apparently 
there have been Christians in every century since the Day of Pen- 
tecost. The church has always been in existence since that day, 
even before the Protestant Reformation and the Restoration 
Movement. The letters to the churches of the Revelation indicate 
that there can be faithful Christians worshipping God in every 
congregation regardless of what the congregation is called and re- 
gardless of what its church leaders are doing! 

Our unity must be in Christ and in Him only. The only 
mutual basis for our faith is in the atoning work of Christ on the 
cross (Rom. 3:24). We are members of His body through bap- 
tism into his death. It was that which sealed our promise of eter- 
nal life with Him (Rom. 6:22, 23). Being members of His body is 
what makes us a united church (1 Cor. 12:12-14). 

The differences that divide us are the externals. These are 
a matter of opinion, habit, tradition or personal preference. | 
have never seen the term "'acts of worship" used or even hinted at 
in God's Word. Who thought up a law of silence? Who is to say 
what is "necessarily inferred" and what makes it necessary? 
What inspired writer said so? If I can't find it in the Bible, t can't 
accept it as coming from the inspired writers. Instead, it is com- 
ing from the man who first thought it was necessarily inferred. 
There its no indication that he was inspired. 

Abraham was not justified by works and neither are we. 
The sin of division permeates the Restoration Movement. The di- 
visions are about the externals. All are looking for the right pat- 
tern, and if that man's pattern doesn't match mine, mark that 
man and write him up in the journals! He has gone over to the 
enemy! Being in a church that observes the proper acts has 
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become the test of fellowship rather than being in Christ and liv- 
ing for Him. 

We will continue to have problems because none of us is 
perfect and none of us is infallible. None of us has all Truth. 
Even the ''New Testament Church" was full of problems. Our 
only hope is in Jesus Christ. We should look to Him for guidance 
and trust Him to save us. We cannot save ourselves. There ts not 
now, and never has been a perfect church...only a perfect Savior. 

Our pride is being THE New Testament church, the 
Lord's church, the church of Christ, or whatever we choose to call 
our particular sect of the Restoration churches, that pride and 
that bigotry — yes bigotry! — has been our downfall. All of ns 
were brought up on the phrase ''New Testament Church."" We 
began searching the Scriptures for the church. One thing we 
overlooked was that the first church had no New Testament. 
Christ came not to destroy the Law and the prophets, but to fulfull 
them. That is why He could say, as He hung on the cress, ''It is 
finished."" No other prophet could have said that. 

God did not cancel the ten commandments with the com- 
ing of Christ. They are still the best directives ever given for the 
way one should live. The doctrine that Christ taught was that 
our motive for obeying them should be love, not fear. Our atti- 
tude while obeying them should be from ''want to" not "have 
to."' Regarding those ten commandments Jesus said, “To do and 
teach them is to be called great INTHE KINGDOM OF HEA- 
VEN" (Mat. 5:£9). This, then, is the true Christian doctrine ...not 
plans, acts and methods. 

2100 Nettlebrook Drive, Winston-Salem, NC 27106 
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THE LEGALIST 
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By Michael M. Mabry 


The Legalist is the person who thinks he is under a writ- 
ten code of law and is saved by living up to that standard. A per- 
son is considered to be righteous only if he lives up to that code. 
This ts not possible. 

We are not under law but under grace. Justification is 
not something which we can earn. We are declared righteous by 
God. This righteousness is based upon faith in Jesus Christ. 

Salvation is a gift from God. For some reason man still 
wants to earn his salvation by a strict adherence to law. H we at- 
tempt to do this we have faillen from grace (Gal. 5:4). Jesus is our 
righteousness (2 Cor. 5:21) and it is of Him that we should glory. 
not our own ability to keep all the rules. 

We must be on guard against the legalist among the 
brethren. Remember that legalism always points toward man 
and his shortcomings, but grace gives glory to God. The legalistic 
attitude always brings with it guilt and fear. 

We often hear in our assemblies ''God has done his part. 
now we must do our part". It is not what God has done that 
troubles us. The problem arises when we try to do our part and 
continually fail. 

Man is a sinner. He has been a sinner since the fall in the 
Garden of Eden and will continue to be a sinner until the end of 
time. The Scriptures teach '’For there is not a just man upon the 
earth that does good and sins not" (Eccle. 7:20). 

Our only hope is the blood of Christ that was shed on 
Calvary for each of us. We appropriate this blessing through 
faith in Jesus Christ, trusting in His death to be our atoning sacri- 
fice: not our own works of righteousness. 

One final comment: If we could live in complete obedi- 
ence as some would have us to believe, then we would not stand in 
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need of a Saviour. We must trust and rely upon the continual 
cleansing of the blood of Christ for our salvation. 
1508 South Main Street, Columbia, Tennessee 38401 
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MARK THEM WHICH 
CAUSE DIVISION 








By Dallas Burdette (Series) 


The exegete who is doing his or her work property is forever 
asking the question: But what is the point? What is the 
author driving at? That is, one is always raising the question of 
the author's intent...Further, one is also wary of over- 
exegeting—for example, finding semething that would stagger 
the author were he informed somconc had found it in his wnt- 
ing, or building a theology upon the use of . . . discovering 
meaning in what was not said.’ 

"J urge you, brothers, to watch out for those who cause 
divisions and put obstacles in your way that are contrary to the 
teaching you have learned. Keep away from them." The New King 
James Version translates this Scripture: ‘Now lL urge you, brethren, note 
those who cause divisions and offenses, contrary to the doctrine 
which you learned, and avoid them.’ Again, the New Revised 
Standard Version renders this verse: “Il urge you, brothers and 
sisters, to keep an eye on those who cause dissensions and of- 
fenses, in opposition to the teaching that you have learned; avoid 
them.” Finally, The King James Version interprets: "Now 1 beseech you, 


Gordon D. Fee, Gospel and Spirit: Issues in New Testament 
Hermeneutics (Massachusetts: Hendrickson, 1991), 17 
P The New International Version, (Grand Rapids, MI Zondervan 
Publishing House (1 984). 

The Holy Bible, New King James Version, (Nashville, 
Tennessee: Thomas Nelson, [nc.) 1982. 

The New Revised Standard Version, (Nashville, TN: 
Thomas Nelson Publishers) 1989. 
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brethren, mark them which cause divisions and offenses contrary 
to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them. 

How should one interpret Romans 16:17? How do you 
explain this passage? What does the word "mark" mean? Who 
are the ones "causing divisions’? hese are questions that one 
must analyze before arriving at a correct understanding of this 
passage? How is this Scripture employed by the religious jour- 
nals within the Churches of Christ that you are acquainted with? 
Do you utilize this passage as a means of justification for your 
separation from Chnistians who differ with you concerning in- 
Stsumental music, Sunday school, individual communion cups 
versus common cup, Bible colleges, bread-breaking, wine versus 
erape juice, etc.? 

A perusal of some journals within the Churches of Christ 
reveals the popularity of this verse to justify disunity within the 
body of Christ. This Scripture is often quoted by many sincere 
believers to justify their refusal to accept other disciples who differ 
with their interpretation of the Word. Romans 16:17 ts utilized as 
a means of justifying separation from Christians who have not 
advanced to the same Ievel or degrec of knowledge that the per- 
son has who is drawing the line of fellowship. This passage of 
Scripture is relied upon to force Christians into subjection to a 
particular brand of orthodoxy. To state more clearly, those be- 
lievers who do not submit to the traditional view advocated with- 
in many Churches of Christ are disenfranchised from their 
fellowship. 

This essay sets forth the traditional understanding of Ro- 
mans 16:17 as well as an exegesis of the intent of the apostle Paul. 
Unless one remembers that much of his or her theology has been 
passed on to them by godly teachers who learned them many 
years before, then, one will not see the text as a window through 
which one can peer into the historical period. 
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1769. 


The King James Version, (Cambridge: Cambridge) 
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TRADITIONAL INTERPRETATION 

The inherited commentary on Romans 16:17 is employed 
by many Christians to explain away their behavior of alienation 
from other believers. This position, so it appears, is based on a se- 
ries of unverifiable arguments, which in turn function as assump- 
tions, to the effect that the reading of the text is upon the basis of 
one's own theological urgencies, not upon Paul's meaning, The 
“handed down" view is associated with Dub McClish in The 
Eight Annual Spiritual Sword Lecture. McClish asserts that: 

This passage emphasizes the dependence of true unity upon 

doctrine. The concept of the possidility of scriptural unity en 
any basis that ignores or forfeits dectrina) truth must he re- 
jected. There can be no heaven-ordained unity i the climate 
of dectrinal diversity. Scriptural unity surely involves mutual 
love between the parties concerncd, but it requires far more 
than mere love. This passaye state it plamly: where dectines 
that differ from and are contrary to THE DOCTRINE are 
taught and received, the result is not unity, but "divisions and 
occastons of stumbling.” Such statcroents as "Ut is not doctrine 
that unites us, if ts leve," are not only unscriptural, they art to- 
tally anti-scriptural. The content of Romans 16:17 alone i8 suf- 
ficient to successfully challenve the = insidious 
Ketcherside-Garrctt doctrine of "unity i diversity."” 

In this same chain of events, Homer L. King (1892-1983), 
former editor of Old Paths Advecate wrote an article in 1936 en- 
titled “Avoid Them” to promote rejection of Christians who did 
not conform to the beliefs of those associated with the one-cup, 
non-Sunday school persuasion, This article was later republished 
in February 1, 1982 and January 1, 1992 in the Old Paths Advo- 
cate. King applied this Scripture against other Christians who 
accepted so-called imnovations (individual cups & Sunday 
schools) - men like Dub McClish, for example. On the other 
hand, McClish also brought to bear this Scripture against Carl 
Ketcherside and Leroy Garrette, as quoted above. King writes: 


Dub McClish. "Grectings--Along With A Warning--To Those In 
Rome (Rom. 16:1-20)" in The Book of Romans: The Fight Annuat 
Spiritual Lectureship (Ark: National Christian Press, 1983), 244. 
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“What shall [I do,” some one inquires. "when we have a 

preacher or teacher present, who is not quite somd?" Let him 

be a voud Itstener, until, if ever. he declares his loyalty. Fhe 

same is truc of those, whem you do not know. “They will not 

say anvthing about our differences in their teaching,” says one. 

How do you know? If not publicly, they will privately, and be 

sides vou are not abeving the command given by Paull, viz, 

‘mark them’... and avoid them" (Rom. 16:17). Homer L. 

King, OPA Sept. 1, 1936.’ 

These two illustrations poignantly set forth the dilemma 
Christians find themselves involved in when they disagree with 
other believers over doctrinal matters, especially editor bishops 
and powerful preachers. One might wonder about the doctrine 
that Ketcherside and Garrett advocated that brought the wrath 
of so many godly men down upon their neeks. 

What is the “insidious Wetcherside-Garrett doctrine," as 
mentioned by McClish, that is so vehemently challenged? Is it 
proper to apply Romans 16:17 to these two men? It appears that 
the arguments advanced against both of these men are not in har- 
mony with the facts. Christians seldom ask what this text means. 
Fo make the Word of God teach something that God did not in- 
tend is to abuse Holy Scripture. Both men were conscious of this 
tendency. on the part of many Christians, to distort the Word of 
God, not deliberately, through one's theological heritage, his ec- 
clesiastical traditions, his cultural norms, and his existential con- 
cerns. This understanding of human nature inspired them to 
write the The Twisted Scriptures’ and The Word Abused.” 


CARL KETCHERSIDE 

What did Ketcherside and Garrett teach about one's rela- 
tionship to God? What did they teach about unity? These are 
questions that need to be answered. But. for one to answer these 
questions, one must tum to quotes from their own writings to 

Homer L. King. “AVOID THEM." in fd Paths Advocate 54. no 
2, reprint (February 1. 1982). 5 
: Car! Ketcherside, The Twisted Scriptures, (St. Louis: Mission 
Messenger. 1965): reprint, DeFuntak Springs, FL: Diversity Press. 1992, 

Leroy Garrett. fhe Word Abused, (Texas: Leroy Garrett, 1975). 
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grasp fully their so-called ‘insidious doctrine."" First, Ketcherside 
writes: ''NIen can be mistaken without being malicious. “Phey can 
fail to understand without falling away from Jesus.’ Again, he 
says, ''One who loves the Lord Jesus Christ is not an apostate 
simply because he cannot conscientiously concur with the ortho- 
dox position of a party."""' 

Once more Ketcherside uses the following pregnant 
words in expressing the futility of advocating unity based upon 
conformity: "Any attempt to secure unity upon the basis of uni- 
formity of knowledge or conformity in deductive or inferential 
processes (ie., doctrinal interpretation) is doomed before it 
begins." 

Again, Ketcherside expresses very well his concern about 
"freedom from error as a condition of salvation.'' Perhaps he of- 
fers the best explanation of his concern for unity in his article 
"Another Gospel." He pens: 

Freedom from ¢rror ts not a condition of salvation 

else all men would be dammed. We are not saved 

by attainment to a certain degree of knowledge but 

by faith in Christ Jesus. It is by belief of facts re- 

lated to him, and not by grasp of abstract truth, 

that we are justified before God. Certainly it is not 

by performance of meritorious deeds nor by legalis- 

tic conformity. When we postulate a program of 

justification by knowledge we hang ourselves on 

the gallows we have constnicted to rid ourselves of 

others, unless we are prepared to make ourselves 

even more ridiculous by affirming that we know as 

much as God.” 
P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


= Carl Ketcherside, "Analysis of Apostasy," in Mission Messenger 
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LM Cari Ketcherside. “Gospel and Doctrine." in Mission Messenger 
27, no 2 (February. 1965}, 18 

: Ibid., 7. 
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By Neal Griffin 


There are at least ten interesting contrasts between the 
practices of today’s religionists and the practices of the first New 
Testament Christians, 

1. The located, salaried, pulpit minister, special clergy 
system is foreign to the Bible. Early day Christians sent to the 
needs of evangelists. They did not keep a locally situated pulpi- 
teer to emphasize party positions. 

2. The New Testament Christians sent to the needs of 
evangelists. They did not promote churches or movements of any 
kind. 

3. New Testament elders were in the field shepherding 
the sheep. Today’s elders are in administrative offices administer- 
ing to corporate affairs of corporate entities. They are officers 
and not servants. They have positions of authority. They fire and 
hire Christians. New Testament Christianity has no position of 
authority (Mat. 20:26-27). 

4, Many denomiated religious organizations impose 
creedal entry requirements over and above God's Kingdom entry 
requirements are imposed from the pulpit and the nature of them 
is dependent upon which particular party ts in control. When 
Christ accepted us He did not impose a party position. His em- 
phasis was on love and acceptance. Many of today's churches 
emphasize rejection and division. 

5S, Ornate cathedrals were not necessarily implied for the 
first Christians. So, how can they be necessarily implied for us? 
‘God dwells not in temples made with hands."". Unconscionable 
amounts of money are spent on cathedral type auditoriums, an¢ 
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with every church split a new building is required. And with 
each new building must come a new, salaried, locally situated, 
pulpiteer. The horrible truth of this is that the barely used build- 
ing is entirely for our comfort, and the huge salary to the ''mini- 
ster” is for the comfort of our own ears. These two expenses take 
up well over 90% of the income of most denominated institutions. 
In every case the corporate boards in charge of these buildings 
apply for tax exclusion instead of "rendering unto Caesar that is 
Caesar's". All of this is usually done under the guise of " preach- 
ing the Gospel". It is historically documented fact that earty 
Christians met in homes. Church buildings, as we know them, 
did not show up until about 300 A.D. 

6. Earty Christians never referred to their kinship in 
Christ with denominating names. They were called "Christians", 
a terin that describes "WHAT" they were and not ''WHO" they 
were. They were members of Christ. They did not place their 
membership in denominated organizations. Their fellowship was 
never institutionalized into a corporate entity that has life sepa- 
rate and apart from its members. | 

7. Early Christians assemblies were participatory. Par- 
ticipants built one another up to love and good works. Modern 
assemblies are spectator events. Very little participation can be 
allowed. A typical "worship service" involves 20-40 minutes of 
oration from the pulpit, 15 minutes of singing, 10 minutes or so of 
the Lord's Supper, a 5 or 10 minutes collection, and 5 or 10 min- 
utes of led prayer. Except for singing, most assemblies are for 
ingesting. 

8. Many modem day church goers give all of their avail- 
able charity money to their "church", and are not able to help 
with real cases of need. This is moder day "corban”". 

9. Many modern day churches teach or imply that wor- 
ship in spirit and truth is something that is done in thei; Sunday 
"worship services''. New Testament worship Is not done in a spe- 
cific place nor at a specific time (John 4:21-24). New Testament 
religion is caring for widows and orphans and keeping unspotted 
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from the world (Js. 1:27). New Testament worship ts the offering 
up of our lives as living sacrifices to God (Rom. 12:2). 

10. Modern day religtonists all subscribe to the particular 
creed of their denomination. These creeds are either written or 
unwritten. New Testament Christians had not corrupted them- 
selves with man-made creeds. 

{f you find any or all of these ten points to be true in your 
practice of religion, and if they get your dander up, perhaps some 
changes should be made. 

Please consider these thoughts. I believe them to be true. 

LOSt4 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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BEYOND SECOND-HAND FAITH 


By Roy Key Part J of 5 


I come with a simple conviction. If it’s wrong, I have 
nothing to say that you want to hear, and I don't believe God has 
anything to say that together we want to hear. The conviction 
that our deepest need and God's highest hope for us are one. We 
may not yet say with David, 


As the deer pants for streams of water, so my soul 
pants for You, O God. My soul thirsts for God, for 
the living God (Psalms (42:1-2, NIV). 


Nor with Augustine, ''Thou has made us for ‘Fhyself, and 
our hearts are restless till they rest in Thee ... O, that ] might re- 
pose on Thee! QO, that Thou wouldst enter into my heart and ine- 
briate it, that [ might forget my ills and embrace Thee my sole 
good!"' Yet, our deepest need is to move beyond second-hand 
faith. To move beyond theory to reality and discussion to 
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experience. We need to do more than talk about faith or believe 
in believing. Our need is for Him who in faith becomes real fe tes. 

My conviction, consequently, is that you and | are thirsty, 
and that we can identify with the woman of Samaria who one hot 
noonday plodded her way to Jacob's well. Let's see. 

That day Jesus sat tired, disappointed, with memories of 
yesterday crowding His mind. It was a historic spot. The shadow 
of Jacob and his tribal chieftain sons walked there. But it was a 
terribly ordinary day. A day like any day. A noon like any noon. 
I’xcept...Jesus was there and a poor thirsty soul of Sychar. Some- 
thing brought them together. Chance? You could say so. Most 
do. [ “happen” to be there. We "happen" to be together. Some. 
thing "happens" as we are. 

John says (4:5) "Jesus had to go through Samaria." The 
fact is that one didn't kave to go through Samaria on the way 
irom Judea to Galilee. Most Jews didn't. They went East across 
the Jordan, up through Perea past Samaria and then crossed 
back West into Galilee. They wouldn't set foot on the unclean, 
half-breed dirt. 

For Samarians were a mongrel people. The blood mix- 
ture of poor Israelites left on the land when Sargon [I and his As- 
syrian troops displaced and resettled some 27,29@ in Upper 
Mesopotamia and Media. Other defeated people deported from 
Mesopotamia, Hamath and elsewhere were settled in Samaria. 
As these and occupations forces intermarried with the locals and 
the despised mixture appeared. 

Not only that, but the Samaritans had as their Scripture 
only the Pentateuch, and their temple was atop Mt. Gerazim! 
They were racial, religious and social nobodies. Unclean. Unor- 
thodox. Unacceptable. No ordinary, self-respecting Jew would 
touch one. But Jesus was far from ordinary and would not fit in 
their box of "respectability." He had to go that way if poor , 
thirsty souls of a detested village would ever taste the living wa- 
ters. People who didn't know how thirsty they were until they 
met Him. 
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Hot, hungry, tired, disappointed, Jesus sat by the well 
while the disciples went into town for bread. The opening verses 
of John 4 suggest the rising tension between the Pharisees and 
John's disciples. Likely the end of the ministry of baptizing in Ju- 
dea, with Herod having thrown John in prison and Jesus having 
to withdraw or risk a similar fate. How hard it ts to stay encour- 
aged in the face of mounting opposition and impending danger. 

There He sat by the old well, memories surging. Maybe, 
you know the experience. Some spot where your family history 
comes flooding whenever you're there. 1 see a well in Town 
Creek, Alabama, that hold such memories for me. I see another 
well 18 miles away in Tuscumbia there Mrs. Sullivan poured wa- 
ter over Helen Keller's hands, spelling in her palm the word 
“w-a-t-e-r."' The light broke, and a child in her silent, darkened 
prison knew someone cared and was trying to make contact with 
her. 

That's the way it was at Sychar as Jesus sat waiting. For 
what? Disciples to come bringing bread? Yes, but for a lonely, 
disgraced, despondent soul in the noonday heat to slip out alone 
to draw water. A nameless woman, her sandals slapping against 
the hard-baked earth, makes her way alone to Jacob's well, 

her once-lovely face now sad, 

an embracing weariness closing in on her soul, 
a sixth heartbreak ahead of her 
and an empty pitcher in her hand. 
An "unclean" pitcher from which He asked a drink, 


Then unfolds a priceless story, one of the loveliest bits of 
drama in all the Bible. 


I'd like to sketch that for you next time, for it's a drama 
I've seen unfold in the lives of others. Maybe it was enfolded for 


you. We'll entitle it "COMING ALIVE! "', 


1201 Timber Top Dr., Rogers, Arkansas 72756 
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WHAT ARE YOU AFRAID OF? ! 


By Gary D. Nunn Part 1 

People are motivated by many things in a free so- 
ciety. Among the various motivators (money, prestige, power, 
etc.) are also love and fear. As love can be a great motivator, so 
too, can fear. Those who lead solely by fear tactics soon know 
they are resented or even hated by those in their employ. One tn 
authority may garner a feeling of respect from employees, but if it 
is a respect born of fear alone, then it is not out of love. Systems 
of management and leadership are taught tn our colleges and 
universities and further refined in government and the private 
sector. Krom a human standpoint, no one has yet come up with 
the one best managerial philosophy, since those philosophies 
change every few years giving way to the latest and greatest 
concept. | 

Speaking of his disciples, Jesus made a profound state- 
ment about the kind of managertal or leadership “style” that 
would be the very heart of service in his coming. Basically, all the 
disciples were to be servants and the kingdom was to be one 
where the servants even served each other. The greatest in the 
kingdom would be as the least.'* Interestingly enough, concern- 
ing authority, Jesus never gave his followers any other options for 
the leadership style of His holy nation. 

Jesus himself was given all authoritv in heaven AND ON 
EARTH (at his resurrection and ascension) and our service Is to 
and through Him alone.” No one can find any evidence in Scrip- 
ture that He ever set up a divine arrangement whereby any hu- 
man or group of humans were to "ruleAord itt over" any of his 
people on earth.'° The apostles themselves and all the disciples 


= Matt. 20:25: Luke 22:25: Mark 10:42. 
cs Matt. 28:18: Rom. 32:1. 
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were to serve God and one another through the Holy Spirit sent 
by Jesus Christ, the Anointed one. In essence, their leadership 
style was that of servanthood. Notice the ones Jesus chose as 
apostles. Notice their education, occupations, and social status. 
Human wisdom would not have allowed any of these as choices 
for the position of apostle. However, the very nature of God's 
plan (The Way, under the New Covenant) has always presented a 
dilemma for those who would come to God, but especially for 
those who wish to have or be in positions of authority.’ 

Now some would say otherwise concerning the nature of 
the divine leadership arrangement (especially as relates to the 
work or service of bishops/elders and deacons). But it can't be so 
if the whole assembly of God is called a royal priesthood and a 
holy nation as Peter said." We are all priests in the new order 
which Jesus established.” 

8005 Forest Cabin, San Antonio, Texas 78233 
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Che Lats of Hoses 
By R. L. Kilpatrick 


The law of Moses refers to all that which came in at 
Mount Sinai that was peculiar to the Israelite people. The law of 
Moses is the ten commandments formulated into a law "system", 
the kind that any nation might adopt from a set of moral stan- 
dards. It was essentially the moral law in visual and verbal form. 
The ten commandments formed the basis for the Mosaic system 
just as they might in any nation in any dispensation of time. (It 
may surprise some to learn that the Ten Commandments also 
forms the basis for the Christian system, not in the form of stat- 
utes and precepts but as they appear in the Sermon on the Mount 
as expoused by Jesus). 

That which was "nailed to the cross" (Col. 2:14) was that 
system of Moses which was ratified at Sinai, all that was peculiar- 
ly Mosaic, pertaining only to Israel. The ten commandments 
must not be confused with the law of Moses even though they 
formed the constitution of that law. Mosaic laws were given to 
regulate the daily aifairs of Israel. The ten commandments was 
Israel's Covenant. "And he declared to you his covenant, which 
he commanded you to perform, that ts, the ten commandments; 
and he wrote them upon two tables of stone" (Deut. 4:13). Today 
our covenant is Jesus Christ who is the embodiment of the ten 
commandments — within his divine nature. 

The moral law is what Jesus had in mind when he said, 
"Think not that I have come to destroy the law and the prophets; — 
I have come not to abolish them but to fulfill them.’’ Now read 
on: "...Whoever relaxes one of the least of these commandments | 
and teaches men so, shall be called least in the kingdom of hea- ° 
ven." Where? The Kingdom of Heaven! That which Jesus — 
came not to destroy now exists in the kingdom of heaven. That 
law of course is the moral law, the law of God, the Ten 
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Commandinents, the image of God in man, God's own divine at- 
tributes. Jesus goes on to say, ''He who does them and teaches 
them shall be cailed great wn the kingdom of heaven" 
(Mat.5:17-19). This is part of the law that is dealt with in 2 Co- 
rinthians, chapter 3. The "letter of the law" ts dead and has 
faded away, but the "spirit of the law" remains and gives life. 
And Christ is that Spirit and where the Spirit of the law is, there 
is freedom (verse 17). 


THE LAW OF CHRIST 

We have already seen that love forms the basis upon 
which the ten commandments rests ("‘upon these two [love God, 
love man| hang all the law and prophets") and that upon this 
principle God would deal with his creatures. So Paul's statement 
in Galatians 6:2 most clearly defines the law of Christ: "Bear one 
another's burdens and so fulfill the law of Christ." This ts the 
same as “love thy neighbor as thyself’ (Luke 10:27) thus fulfilling 
the law (Rom. 13:10) which ts the “royal law” (Js. 2:8). It ts the 
"law of liberty” (Js. 1:25) because it is freedom from the “letter of 
the law", as it existed under Moses and returned to the heart (Jer. 
31:33) where it was placed in Adam in the beginning. 








Therefore, love thy neighbor as thyself is the Royal Law; 
the Law of Christ is the moral law in the heart; the Ten Com- 
mandments define the image of God impressed upon the nature 
of man (Rom. 2:14,15) and the "image of God" is God's own di- 
vine attributes. ‘Till heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, 
not a dot, will pass from the law until all is accomplished” (Mat. 
5:18). Consider this passage tn light of Paul's remark in Romans 
8:4). After saying that God sent his Son into the world... to con- 
demn sin in the flesh, he said: "in order that the just requirement 
of the law might be fulfilled in us who walk not according to the 
flesh but according to the Spirit." The "iota" and "dot" of the 
law has not passed away but ts now gathered up in God's Son. 
The "just requirement of the law" (perfect obedience) has been 
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fulfilled by Christ and ts now fulfilled in us because we are in 
Christ. 

So, then, what is the law of Christ? It is the law of God 
now in the hands of a Mediator. As we are in Christ so are we 
under the law of God as it exists in His Son. This is what Paul 
meant when he said to the Corinthians "—not being without law 
toward God but under law to Christ" (1 Cor. 9:21). As Paul was 
a bondservant of Christ he was under God's law as it was per- 
sonified in God's Son. 


The "Serinon" and the Ten Commandments. The law given at 
Sinai was not given with the view that man might keep it and be 
saved. The law required perfect obedience and the Israelites were 
already sinners before coming to law. Salvation tbrough perfect 
law keeping was impossible from the start. The law was given to 
show Israel, as well as all mankind, how far they had departed 
fvom original righteousness. Even the Ten Commandments re- 
veal the sinful nature of man and the impossibility of true righ- 
teousness. Who in all the earth can keep the 10th 
Commandment, for example, “Thou shalt not covet''? The word 
"covet" simply means ''desire''. There is no mention in this com- 
mandment of an “unholy” desire, envious wishing, or an inordi- 
nate desire to have what belongs to others. To assign this 
meaning alone is to beg off from our human shortcomings, The 
meaning is simply ''to desire." 

But who can live without desiring to have things they do 
not have? Who has not wished for a better house, car, job, busi- 
ness, or whatever, even though what he/she already has ts suffi- 
cient? What! Are you not satisfied with what God has given 
you? Does not God realize your needs and gives you what you 
need? Why not let Jesus interpret the 10th commandment as he 
did the others in his Serinon on the Mount? "Do not be anxious 
about your life, what you shall eat or what you shall drink, nor 
about your body, what you shall put on. ... Look at the birds of 
the air... your heavenly Father feeds them. ... Consider the lilies of 
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the field ... will he not much more clothe you ... But seek ye first 
his kingdom and his righteousness, and ali these things shall be 
your as well” (Mat. 6:25-34). In spite of this assurance we keep 
right on "wanting." 

The point of this is to confirin our previous statement that 
the law given at Siani was not given as a means of salvation, or 
that one could keep all the commandments and not sin. He was 
already a sinner and there was no remedy for sin given in the law. 
The remedy for sin came hundreds of years later in the form of 
the Messiah. ''For the law was but a shadow of things to come" 
(Heb. 10:1). 

Now let us ask: Did this wishing, desiring, coveting, want- 
ing come from God? Was it contained in the image of God 
placed in Adam. {t was surely Satan who placed the sinful na- 
ture of "covetousness" in the nature of Adam and Eve—and was 
the cause of their downfall. This same desire was passed on to ev- 
ery human being from Adam onward. 

But this is the way we are made. God knows it. , ''For all 
have sinned and fall short of the glory of God." '"Those who are 
in the flesh cannot please God", "But you are not in the ficsh, you 
are in the Spirit, if the Spirit of God really dwells in you. Any one 
who does not have the Spirit of Christ does not belong to him" 
(Rom. 8:9). This is what makes grace so "amazing", because, 
God, knowing that we are perpetual sinners chose to save us any- 
way. - Editor 


PRICE CHANGE COMING. We have plodded along for years 
without raising the price of subscnptions. But the cost of printing 
and especially the increase in postage necessitates that we raise 
the price to $310 per year. Postage to Europe, for example, has in- 
creased 100%, Canada nearly 50%, and stateside approx. 20%. 
The new increase will go into effect in January 1997. Ten dollars 
per year is still low compared to other publications. 
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"MARK THEM 
WHICH CAUSE DIVISION" 






By: Dallas Burdette Part 2 


Has God made salvation contingent upon absolute perfection m 
knowledge? Ketcherside says, no! Is liberation from the curse of the law 
conditional upon an all-out mastery of the Word of God? Surely, the an- 
swer is no! The only kind of unity that individuals can share is unity in di- 
versity. If pure understanding is essential to eternal life, then, no one 
could be saved, not even you, so Ketcherside reasoned. He understood 
that within the Christan community you have babes, children, young 
men, and fathers in Chnst. This line of reasoning is also in harmony with 
Alexander Campbell's thinking about unity amongst Christians.' Camp- 
bell also stressed the necessity of NOT matang one's grasp of abstract 
truth the criteria by which one determmmes whether or not one is or Is not 
in fellowship with God and with one another. Consider the following 
from Campbell: 

Let every sect give up its opinions as a bond of union, 
and what will remain in common? The gospel facts alone. 
... Men have foolishly attempted to make the deductions 
of some great minds the common measure of all Chris- 
tians.... It is cruel to excommunicate a man because of 
the imbecility of his intellect. I have been censured long 
and often for laying too much stress upon the assent of the 
understanding; but those who have most acrimoniously 
censured me, have laid much more stress upon the assent 
of the mind than I have ever done. I never did, at any 
Campbell is not relied upon to prove or disprove the 
correctness of Ketcherside or Garrett's position, but rather, to 
illustrate that Campbell too had reflected upon “unity in diversity” in 
seeking to bring about unity within the various denominations in his 
day. What is it that makes one a Christian? Is it redemption through 
the blood of Christ? Or is it correct understanding? 
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time, exclude a man from the kingdom of God for a mere 
imbeciity of intellect; or, mm other words, because he could 
not assent to my opinions. . . . 1 will now show how they 
cannot make a sect of us. We will acknowledge all as 
Christians who acknowledge the gospel facts, and obey 
Jesus Christ.” 


LEROY GARRETT 
UNITY IN DIVERSITY 

Leroy Garrett expresses well the basic problem interpreters en- 
counter by not applying Romans 16:17 to unity in divermty, which is what 
this verse is stressing. In his discussion of this much abused text, he 
writes: ‘The phrase ‘contrary to the teachings you received’ almost cer- 
tainly refers to the teaching on unity in spite of differences which he had 
just laid before them in the letter, especially Ro. 14.'° | Again, Leroy 
seems to be right in thang that “It is clear enough that he is dealing 
with a behavioral problem more than a doctrinal one.'"* In other words, 
it is my way or no way. This teaching, unity in diversity, is the warp and 
woof, according to Dub McClish, of Leroy's ‘insidious Ketcherside- 
Garrett doctrine of ‘unity in diversity.’ This diligence of excommunicat- 
ing individuals that dissent from one's assumptions is not new to the 
Christian world of Dub McCiish or the late Homer King. For example, 
in earlier centuries, John Wycliffe (1330-84) suffered abuse from the 
church for disagreeing with certain religious practices and beliefs. John 
Knox (1514-72) spent nineteen months as a galley slave for his faith. John 
Bunyan (1628-88) spent twelve years in prison (1660-72) for refusing to 
apply for a license to preach. William Tyndale (14942-1536) was burt 
for heresy. 

In this same vein, Alexander Campbell, one-hundred and sixty- 
four years ago (1832), wrote about the disunity of Christians in his day. 
He was appalled that Chnstians sought to make fellowship conditional 
upon unanimity of agreement upon doctrinal matters. He, too, saw divi- 
sion on every street corner. He saw Christans throwing one another out 

Alexander Campbell, "Millennium. No, Il," The Millennial 
Harbinger 1, no 4 (April 5, 1830), 13,14. 

: Leroy Garrett, “Mark Them Which Cause Divisions," in 
Restoration Review: The Word Abused 17, 00. 1 (February, 1975): 25. 
. Idid., 24. 
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of the synagogue because of differences over how to interpret a passage of 
Scnpture. In fact, he wrote about a favorite Scripture quoted in his day 
to justify one's action of separation from other believers. Jt is m order to 
refer to Campbell's thought concerning this verse (Romans 16:17). The 
amount of time and space taken here to review the controversy, although 
considerable, is easily justified. The following quote from Campbell is a 
Jengthy passage, but it has to be quoted in full to appreciate his mature in- 
sight, an insight that many today still do not have. Thus, Campbell 
pointed out: 


The Pope and his angels preached from this text half a 
century’ while Luther, Zwingle, Melancthon, &c. were ex- 
posing the filthiness of the Mother of Harlots. As Luther 
gave the Pope no quarters, he wreaked his vengeance on 
the Reformers, denouncing them as heretics, schismatics, 
sowers of discord among brethren, haughty, self-willed, 
and contumacious dignitaries. 

He leasned that lesson from his predecessors, who de- 
nounced the Messiah and his Apostles by similar argu- 
ments. Jesus was not a good man, for he made division 
among the people; and the Apostles were heresiarchs, for 
they turned the world upside down. 

Elijah, too, was a disturber of the peace of Israel; and 
Daniel greatly marred the harmony of the devout fraterni- 
ty who paid court to Nebuchadnezzar. In short, from the 
time that Moses caused divisions in the kingdom of Pha- 
raoh, down to the last Dover Association, this text, ‘Mark 
and avoid them that cause divisions,'' has never been un- 
seasonable asxongst the opponents of reform and of 
change; for as there can be no reformation without change 
— and as all who preach reformation preach a change, the 
consequence must be, that those who will not change, 
must, to justify themselves, denounce the reformers; and 
no text does better than this— "Wark them which cause 
divisions, and avoid them. '” 





Alexander Campbel!, "Mark them who cause Division," in 
Millennial Harbingcr 3 (S November 1832): 604. 
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FORBEARANCE AND UNIFY 
Both Ketcherside and Garrett saw the sinfulness of taking Romans 16:17 
out of context, even though it sounds good, to hack to death anyone who 
dared to disagreed with them. They knew that the interpretation at- 
tached to Romans 16:17 violated, not only the general teachings of the 
New Testament writings, but the unity for which Jesus prayed for in John 
17. Because of this abuse of the text, Leroy, as well as Ketcherside, called 
for ‘forbearance and unity."' ‘his is the crux of ‘the insidious 
Ketcherside-Garrett doctrine of unity in diversity,” according to Dub 
McClish's analysis of their teaching. Unity in diversity demands tolerance 
on the part of believers. Let the reader consider just a few examples of 
Leroy's comments on forbearance in Jove. It is well to know what Gar- 
rett wrote: 
It is noteworthy that the apostle would turn to character 
traits (virtues) in his great appeal for unity in Eph. 4. He 
first ''begs'’ the believers to lead a life worthy of their call- 
ing, which has more to do with their fruit than with their 
doctrine. . . . Partyism cannot forbear anyone whose 
teaching or behavior threatens its very existence. . .. One 
thing is sure, in cultivating the grace of loving forbearance 
we are acknowledging that unity 1s something more than 
conformity or uniformity. Unity by its very nature is di- 
verse, and in Christ we have the cohesive of love that 
binds everything together in perfect harmony. [t is coer- 
cion that makes for conformity, but it is forbearance that 
makes for harmony.° 
One might wonder if there is any other kind of unity oth- 
er than “unity in diversity.'' “It is silly to suggest that 
with all our diversity in degree of maturity, intellect, emo- 
tions, and circurnstance of life, we can agree on everything 
or interpret the scriptures in precisely the same way.'” 
Professor Garrett continues: 
All this bugaboo about how wrong the "unity in diversi- 
ty'' concept ts only reveals how men can be blinded by 











: Leroy Garrett, "Forbcarance and Unity," Ihbid., 15, no. 1 


(January, 1973): 13, 14. 
: Leroy Garrett, “Can Two Waik Together," in Restoration 
Review: The Werd Abused 17, ne. 7 (September, 1975): 124. 
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partyism. In the first place, any sane man who merely 
stops to think knows that there can be no unity except in 
diversity, for that is what unity means, whether in a fami- 
ly, a country or nature — it is a harmony of diverse parts. . 
. . But it is imperative that we realize that we are all in Je- 
sus together in spite of these differences; and because we 
are in Jesus together we are sons of God together and 
brothers. Thank God, we are brothers! We must accept 
each other as such even ifwe do meet separately.* 

Within every Church of Christ there are differences within the 
local body ofbelievers. No two people can anymore think alike than they 
can all look alike. It just simply is not possible. Christian writer John R. 
W. Stott has penned some compelling words that need to be heard: 
''Equally devout, equally humble, equally Bible-believing and Bible study- 
ing Christians or churches reach different conclusions must be considered 
secondary not primary, peripheral, not central.” Even Jack Lewis ex- 
presses the basic problem well in his discussion of Romans 16:17: '’The 
obligation, almost universally felt among our preaching brothers, to label 
other preaching brothers who hold positions thought to be erroneous, 
rests upon a misunderstanding of Rom, 16:17...'"® When Christians like 
Dub McClish and other sincere believers apply Romans 16:17 to other 
saints that do not concur with his or their understanding of Christian uni- 
ty, then, one cannot but wonder if they have not allowed their deep-seated 
prejudice to effect their verdict before the evidence is even considered. To 
state more clearly, their prejudice negates the possibiltty of understanding 
the text in Romans. Again, one cannot show this point more clearly than 
by quoting at length from Alexander Campbell's pen: 

The Apostle says, ''There is one body, one spirit, one 
hope, one Lord, one faith, one immersion, one God and 
Father of all.'' But no where is it said in the sacred book, 
There ts one opinion. If however, unity of opinion were 
desirable, to attain it, we must give the greatest liberty of 
opinion; for though once theory with us, it is now matter 


° Ibid., 124, 125. 

‘ John RW. Stott, Christ the Controversialist ((inois: 
Inter-Varsity, 197()), 44. 

Jack P, Lewis, Exegesis of Difficult Passages (Arkansas: 
Resource Publications, 1988), 112. 
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of experience, that the more stress is laid upon unity of 
opinion, the less of it, and the more division; and the less 
regard paid to it, the less emphasis laid upon it, the more 
we will have of it. This 1s founded in a law of the human 
mind, on which tt 1s unseasonable and unnecessary to ex- 
patiate. ... 

Amongst Christians there 1s now, as there was at the be- 
ginning, a very great diversity in the knowledge of the 
Christian institution. There are babes, children, young 
men, and fathers in Christ now, as well as in the days of 
the Apostle John. This, from the natural gifts of God, 
from the diversities of age, education, and circumstances, 
is unavoidable. And would :t not be just as rational and as 
scriptural to excommunicate one another, because our 
knowledge ts less or greater than any fixed measure, as for 
differences of opinion on matter of speculation?. . . . In 
most instances the greatest error of which a brother can 
be guilty, is to study his Bible more than his companions— 
or, at least, to surpass them in his knowledge of the mys- 
tery of Christ.'’ (Millennial Harbinger, Vol. 7, no. 3, 
March 1835, p. 112). 
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WHAT ARE Y OU AFRAID RAID OF? 
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By Gary D. Nunn Part 2 


it is difficult for us (Christians) today to think of ourselves 


as "priests'’ of the Most High God. But these are terms Peter 
and John used.'* As the new order is different gifts, talents, and 


a Alexander Campbell, "To Mr. William Jones, of London. 
Letter IV," in Millennial Harbinger 6, no 3 (March, 1835): 111, 112. 
. 1 Pet. 2:5; Rey. 1:6. 
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measures of the Holy Spirit; therefore, our duties, responsibilities, 
and work is different in the Master's service (as God has distrib- 
uted to every person’’). However, no hierarchical ranks exist be- 
tween each servant [or priest] and his master.'” Why? Because 
the Master of every servant/priest is the High Priest, Jesus Christ, 
the Son of the Living God. 

In our day (as in the past), the meaning of authority and 


servanthood has become blurred and confusing. There have been 
and are those who desire the power of spiritual leadership and 
authority. But there's a big difference between one who wishes a 
greater role of servanthood under Jesus Christ and one who sim- 
ply "wants to be somebody" in the church. (Diotrephes loved the 
preeminence and forbade the apostle John, as well as prevented 
some from coming in while throwing others out of the assem- 
bly.'") We should never be afraid of a good servant of Jesus 
Christ but always be afraid of one who loves authority and pow- 
er. Perhaps a look outside the KJV and a thorough word study 
of how the following "religious" words were mistranslated by the 
king James translators would be helpful: elder/bishop, deacon. 
Many put much trust/hope in religious institutions/churches 
and not enough faith in Jesus, who can lead each one of us very 
adequately. Further, the only institution Jesus established was 
His ''holy people", and "holy nation", who are in "His king- 
dom."" Some translations correctly translate ecclesia using terms 
such as "called out ones'’ and "groups of called ones" 
(mistranslated as church in the KJV. We Christians also tend to 
trust those whose human knowledge and leadership skills are 
gained from the secular world’s colieges and universities (even 
Bible colleges) and think that makes them good candidates for 
spiritual leadership, well qualified to speak truth and lead the 
flock (offices of authority) over their fellows in the kingdom (local 
group of worshipers). If worldly wisdom and human logic were 





L Rom. 12:3; Eph. 4:7-13. 


is Matt. 20:25; Jn. 13:6-17. 
? 3 Jn. 9, 10, 
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the measure of truth, this would be ideal. But it isn't so. Jesus 
said ''a servant is not above his master'’. Notice, Jesus was a ser- 
vant of God first (a Son who learned obedience by the things He 
suffered), a servant to his brothers (the Jews), and a servant of his 
neighbors. Since He left us an example or pattern to follow (and 
we are all sons and daughters of the Living God), what should we 
be doing? What does that say for the "rank-and-file'’ Christians 
while we walk here on earth? If we are seeking first the kingdom 
of God, looking to Jesus as our champion and captain, we should 
fear no man - regardless of his office or position. 
8005 Forest Cabin, San Antonio, Texas 78233 
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Scene |: "Living Water” 
{2 short dialogues with 3 exchanges] 
1st Dialogue: 
JeSUS ........ Ist request: - "Give me a drink." 
Woman ... Shock! Jews versus Samaritans! "How can 
you ask of me?" 


Jesus ...... Insight: "If you knew, you would ask me, and } 
would give you living water." 
2nd Dialogue: 


Woman.... Literalism (A Block): "You have no bucket, 
and the well is deep.” 

JESUS «0.0000. Pointing past Literal to Spiritual: "Whoever 
drinks of this water shall never thirst, but have a spring of water 
bubbling up within to eternal life." 
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Woman ,,. Request (Crude, but acceptable): "Sir, give me 

(his water. 
Scene 2: 'True Worship" 

Ist Bialogue 

JESUS ....... Concrete linkage: ''Go call your husband." 

Woman.... Diversion attempt 1: "I have no husband," 

Jesus ..... Exposure: "You're right. You've had 3 and 
now living with a 6th unmarried." 
2nd Dialogue 

Woman .,. Diversion Attempt 2: "I see you're a prophet. 
Let's settle the tssue of the right place to worship." 

JESUS 2-55. Operational Implications: "Place is not the is- 
sue. True worship Is in spirit and truth (reality).” 

Woman ... Dawning Wonder: "I know when Messiah 
comes He will tell us all things,”’ 

(Curtain Falls - Affirmation: "I am He."') 

Conclusion: Living Faith/People Alive 


People's Request ........... "Stay." 
People's Confesston.......''Now we know for ourselves that 
You are the Christ.” 


Tucked into these few scenes is the pilgrimage of a desert 
wanderer dying of thirst "chancing" upon an Oasis. A racial, relt- 
gious, literalisttc programming keeps her from the immediate joy 
of embracing the real, rather than the formal, But, Jesus will not 
be diverted. His offer of new life caunot be forever denied. Look 
at how it happened. 

He Aad to go through Samaria. The "have to" was inside 
Him. The Lord of creation was thirsty not only for water, but for 
human companionship and shared creation, For understanding 
trust, love and co-partnership. “Give me a drink," He said, mak- 
ing Himself vulnerable to that bit of human wreckage. How 
quickly He laid Himself open to be heard or hurt, probing for a 
chink in the wall she had in self-defense heaped up about a bro- 
ken heart. 
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It was difficult to get past her literalism. When at length 
she asked, ‘’Give me this water," she still saw not a new source of 
life within, but a fresh bubbling spring without. He must fucus on 
her greater need. "Go call your husband." "I have no hus- 
band." "You're right. You've had five and how live with a man 
who is not your husband." As His deft fingers reached through 
the jumbled shards of her private life she winced. Strange how 
He had at once touched the raw edges of her soul. 

Is he a mind-reader? Has local gossip blown far on South 
winds? At any rate, this conversation must take a quick nght 
tum. She was quick of wit. Fending Him off, she seized the 
weapon of religion. To get this matter of faith back into the clas- 
sroom she asked the academic question, ''Where is the right place 
to worship?" 

Ah, yes. "Where is the right place..."". To worship? To 
have fellowship dinners? To eat with sinners!" To take offer- 
ings? To sing? To play? To be bound? To be free? Our con- 
temporary question is not, "Shall we worship on Mt. Gerazim or 
in Jerusalem?" We hide in argument over whether this building 
is more holy than your home, office or City Hall. Skillfully we dis- 
sect the sacred from the secular and divorce religion from life. 
Argue fiercely over the "right forin” of baptism and communion, 
as if they were not equally empty...or full. "The right place to wor- 
ship?" As if that made any difference so long as what happens 
there is a formality. 

But it was a weapon, this creedal argument, and she 
gripped it tight. for it could be swung savagely and leave her fes- 
tering life untouched. Untouched at the place where to touch it 
would make a difference. A joyous, agonizing difference. No 
second-hand religion can do that. It can shield one from the 
naked truth and serve as an excellent substitute for first-hand 
faith. 

Jesus refused ''The Place” debate and pointed beyond a 
literalistic legalism to the Truth. Worship occurs Any place any 
time it is ree Human spirit acknowledging the "worthship" of 
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the Holy Spirit. Not form, but Content. Not somewhere, but 
Someone. Not place, but Face. Not were it happens but what 
happens, but 1w/:at happens, makes all the difference. 

The rest of the story is that of one life touching a whole 
city. Her water pot forgot, this unnamed woman hurried into 
town crying, “Come see a man who told me everything I ever 
did!" That was her witness. The cutting question was, '’Can this 
be the Christ?"' Can it? These people would see for themselves. 
What more than that can be asked? 

The community response was, ''We no longer believe be- 
cause of what you told us. We have seen Him ourselves and know 
that He really is the Savior of the world" (4:42). Here are folks 
moving frem second-hand to first-hand faith. 

Like second base, second-hand faith is a helpful spot to 
land... unless one dies there. As truly, it's a place highly desirable 
to leave as soon as possible. The sober reality is that for many it Is 
the church cemetery. 

That challenge we would consider next time. 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 


GRACE AND WORKS 
MUTUALLY EXCLUSIVE 





By Arnold Hardin 


"The Religious Town Hall" is aired each Sunday here in Dallas. 
Seven religious leaders appear on the panel. One is a Jewish 
Rabbi. His feelings are protected. He, however, boldly asserts 
that Jesus was not the Messiah and that salvation for all is but a 
matter of morality and good deeds. His legalistic scheme is rarely 
challenged! And the sad thing is that his merit system is not un- 
hke that of many of our brethren. 
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This year at the Denton, Texas lectureship the book of 
Romans will be studied. One of the announced lectures will deal 
with the question: "Are grace and works mutually exclusive?" 
Their answer will be ''NO"! Whereas Paul's answer is "YES"! 
How can anyone study Romans and conclude that "works" and 
grace are not mutually exclusive? Paul's use of "works" must be 
understood. The law of Moses demanded works. It had no sav- 
ing sacrifice to which sinners by faith could look. "The law ts not 
of faith: but, he that doeth them shall live by them" (Gal. 3:12). 
Why not of faith? Because the law provided no Savior. The gos- 
pel is the good news of a Savior; therefore, salvation is based upon 
the principle of faith, not that of works. 

"For by grace have you been saved through faith; and 
that not of yourselves, it is the gift of God; not of works, that no 
man should glory" (Eph. 2:8-9). Compare that with Rom. 4:4-S, 
Then notice Paul's conclusion - " But if it is by grace, it is no more 
of works; otherwise grace is no more grace" (Rom. 11:6). "NOT 
OF WORKS", said Paul. What part of "not of works” do out 
brethren not understand? Paul could not have answered our 
question of mutual exclusivism more clearly and forcefully. If 
Jews are correct then grace is canceled. If our brethren, with 
them mixture of grace and works, are correct then grace is can- 
celed as the only basis of one's salvation. This is why Paul labeled 
such teaching as ''another gospel" (Gal. 1:16). 

Paul's detractors will say, ''You are denying the condi- 
tions of salvation; such as faith, repentance and baptism. 'By 
grace through faith’ is heaven's formula of salvation." Paul ruled 
out the principle of doing deeds for salvation as that would allow 
sinners to glory. "Not of works that no man should glory”, said 
Paul. ''Works", as defined by Paul is an effort on man's part to 
save himself. The principle of grace demands the principle of 
faith. Grace calls for faith: that is trust in the blood of Christ. 
Paul's discussion of this matter is found in Romans four. Brother 
Moser in his ''The Gist of Romans" commented thusly concern- 
ing Romans 4:16; "This is the apostle's conclusion, and it is the 
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essence of the doctrinal part of this epistle. Grace and faith are 
inseparable. So are law and works. But the promise to Abraham 
is tied to Christ, grace and faith. ‘There is nothing arbitrary about 
this arrangement. The very nature of law and works rules out the 
Saviour, while the nature of grace and faith is compatible with 
the Redeemer. No legal system can serve the cause of man's re- 
demption. Grace and faith by nature suggest universality. There 
is nothing sectarian about them ... The cross is the basis of grace, 
and grace calls for faith. This is the reason the writer is so much 
concerned about them, He was defending the cross." 

There is no saving power in faith, repentance or baptism. 
Each of these but express the sinner's helpless condition - they are 
the embodiment of the sinner’s complete trust in the blood of 
Christ. None of these are to be classed as works according to Paul 
(Titus 3:5). 

Duning a recent conversation some complained that they 
never hear the preacher say anything about grace. One cannot 
teach that which is not understood and far too many preachers 
have a very shallow understanding of grace as to cause the angels 
to weep. ‘It is finished!” was the victorious shout of our eternal 
substitute. I was the only reason for his hanging on that tree! I 
should have been shamed and crucified! I should have been 
judged and died! But thank God He took my (our) place and let 
me go free. Thank God He looked beyond our faults and saw our 
needs; why the eagerness to try proving salvation by works? 
Strip yourselves of both despair and arrogance (by-products of 
legalism) and flee to the confession of the publican (Luke 18). 

2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 75227 
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TEACHING THE TRUTH 


By Neal Griffin 


"Teaching the Truth". We hear this expression quite of- 
ten. But, what does it imply? Does it mean the same to all? 
What does it mean? Years ago we sent our evangelist on one of 
his two allowed annual gospel meetings. When he returned he re- 
ported that he “taught the truth” and that "the whole church 
was saved." Now, did he mean that he preached the Gospel to 
them and that they believed it and were baptized? I'm afraid not. 
What he meant was that he preached our position on the "‘is- 
sues", the center of which was church support of orphanages 
and/or other institutional aids. It would appear that we had 
stretched the gospel requirements for entry into the kingdom to 
include compliance with our position on the issues. This anti- 
scriptural, excluding attitude is rampant in most of our ultra- 
conseivative churches today. In some of them a creedal ques- 
tionnaire is foisted upon members to ensure compliance with 
their party positions, 

Whether it be the truth as presented by Jehovah's Wit- 
nesses, whether it be the truth as understood by the Moonies, the 
Davidians, or whomever, if that "truth" includes entry require- 
ments which are not included in our Lord's requirements for 
entry into His Kingdom, that "truth" is not truth. Whoever they 
are, they are teaching for doctrine the commandments of men. 
This kind of arrogance puts man in God's position. Arrogance 
God hates. Beware! 

Jesus said that ye shall know the truth and the truth shall 
make you free. Men say that you shall know the truth and the 
truth shall make you a bond-siave to uphold these thoughts. 

10314 Bar X Trail, Helotes. Texas 78023 
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